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ABSTRACT
The Impact of Chapter 766:
A Study of the Impact of Special Education Reform
Legislation on Children with Special Needs as
Perceived by their Parents
(November 1981)
Linda Howard, Pembroke College in Brown University
B.S., Clark University
M.A., Assumption College
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Professor Jack Hruska
Chapter 766, implemented in 1974 is a forerunner
of P.L. 94-142. It has brought about major significant
changes in the education of the handicapped in
Massachusetts. The purpose of this study was to deter-
mine parents' perceptions of the impact of these changes.
In-depth interviews were conducted with parents of
thirteen children within a central Massachusetts school
system who were receiving special education services.
All of the children were born prior to 1964 and had
consequently been school age both before and after the
implementation of Chapter 766.
The study concludes that parents perceive that
implementation has had a positive impact on the education
of their children and that children do have a right to
a free public education, that children are being
educated in the least restrictive environment, that
Vi
children are not labelled, that children have access to
truly individualized educational plans even when
parents' understanding and knowledge of the plan was
vague or limited, and that they are regularly Involved
with professional personnel in educational planning
and decision-making though they showed reluctance to
make demands for services or challenge recommendations.
In addition, although the study sample was small
and the study did not specifically solicit this infor-
mation, there were indications that parents perceived
that schools and communities were receptive and accepting
of children with special needs, that options for pro-
grams and services had increased, that children were
staying in school longer, and that children are liking
school better.
In terms of un-met needs, some parents perceived
the need for earlier identification and attention to
learning problems, the need for additional services
(speech therapy, physical therapy, and counseling), the
need for more attention to social and emotional needs
of mainstreamed children and the need for more intensive
pre- vocati onal training and preparation for maximum
1 ndependence
.
The study suggests that while parents are gene-
rally positive in their views of recent changes, they
are still somewhat reluctant to express demands for
limited services, and to challenge professional
recommendations. The study provides strong evidence
that parents welcome efforts of the schools to Imple-
ment policy, programs and services mandated by
Chapter 766, and are highly receptive to working coop-
eratively and productively with professional personnel.
The study also provides evidence that productive
parent involvement facilitates and enhances education
of handicapped children In many ways but most speci-
fically In terms of early identification of need.
vi 1
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CHAPTER I
BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY
I ntroduc ti on
The Massachusetts Comprehensive Special Education
Act of 1972 became law on September 1, 1974. This law,
known as Chapter 766, entitled every individual with
special needs, three through twenty-one, to a free,
public education designed to ensure optimal social,
emotional, physical, academic and occupational func-
tioning. This law was brought about largely by the
efforts of parents of handicapped children, and it is
not surprising that the regulations address parents'
major concerns, and provide a working model for
educational reform.
Chapter 766 and the subsequent federal Education
For All Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 94-142) were a
long time coming. As recently as 1968, many children in
Massachusetts were not permitted to attend school because
they couldn't climb stairs, or weren't toilet trained or
didn't "fit" into existing programs. Doctors advised
parents to institutionalize their children or to find
and fund private placement. Parents often worked
1
2together in groups to raise money and start programs.
These groups initially had a limited purpose; to
provide non-existing services, and to provide psycho-
logical support and information to parents. Late in
the 1960's, a national wave of concern for the handi-
capped began to escalate. The focus of special interest
groups such as the Association for Children with
Learning Disabilities and the American Association of
Retarded Citizens (then Children) began to shift, and
the advocacy role became more and more important.
Weintraub and Abeson (1974) wrote:
A quiet revolution has been fought within
American education during the past few years.
Its goal is the right to an education for all
American children; and particularly those
known as the “Handicapped", those who because
of physical, emotional or learning problems,
require special education (p. 526).
Like the civil rights movement, change was punctu-
ated by a number of court cases. Some of these included;
Diana v. State Board of Education , filed in
District Court for the Northern District of California,
February 1970. The court ruled in favor of nine
Mexi can-American public school students who charged that
they had been placed in classes for the mentally retarded
on the basis of scores achieved on tests (Stanford-Bi net
and Wechsler), that were primarily tests of verbal apti-
tude based on the English language, standardized on white
3native-born Americans. The decision challenged the
school's authority to make autonomous special education
placements, and challenged the tests that had been used
to justify such placements.
Arreola v. Board of Education addressed similar
concerns. The court ruled that placement In a special
class for the mentally retarded must be preceded by
due process as required by the Fourteenth Amendment to
the United States Constitution; and Article I, Section 13
of the California Constitution; that IQ tests used to
evaluate children for placement must be free of culture
bias, and that special education programs must be
educationally meaningful with provisions made for
periodic reevaluation of special education pupils.
Stewart v. Phillips , filed In Massachusetts Federal
District Court In October 1970, charged that poor or
black pupils In the special education classes In the
Boston Public Schools had been denied appropriate educa-
tional programs, and that these children had been placed
on the basis of culturally biased IQ tests.
These cases addressed some of the negatives
relating to existing special educational practices,
particularly In regard to testing, placement and review.
Later cases were prompted by a desire to reform and shape
the future direction of education of the handicapped.
Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children .
Nancy Beth Bowman, et a1. v. Commonwealth of
4
Pennsylvania, David H. Hurtzman, et a1 « Is considered
a milestone In this regard. As described In Closer
Look (1974), the Journal of the National Special
Education Information Center, Department of Health,
Education and Welfare:
The decision of the court In Pennsylvania
was a turning point. It made clear that the
patterns of exclusion which had closed doors
to many thousands up until that day were no
longer acceptable. Not only were retarded
children entitled to an education, the court
affirmed, but to deny them that right was to
deny them their Constitutional guarantee of
equal protection of the law. And when the
decision of the court was reached. It was
based on a new definition of education which
said not that each child was entitled to the
same education, but that each had a right to
the kind of education that would help him
reach his own potential (p. 1).
This action In Pennsylvania prompted reformers In
Massachusetts to Increase their efforts. Massachusetts
Association for Retarded Citizens signified their
Intent to bring similar action In the Massachusetts
courts. The legislature responded by setting up a study
committee to examine the need for legislative reform In
special education.
Representatives Michael Daly (D-Boston) and David
Bartley (D-Holyoke) led the effortsto develop a bill
5which would reflect a changing understanding of the
educational needs of handicapped children. Input
from many groups was sought. Among these groups were:
the Massachusetts Association for Retarded Citizens,
the Massachusetts Association for Paraplegics, the
Massachusetts Children's Lobby, the Massachusetts
Congress of Parents and Teachers, the Massachusetts
Parents Association for Brain Injured Children, the
National Association for Autistic Children, the Task
Force for Children Out of School, the Task Force for
Handicapped, and the United Cerebral Palsy Association
for the Greater Boston Area.
These groups provided tremendous support and
pressure. The legislative committee drafted House
Bill 283 which was the forerunner of Chapter 766, and
a counter-proposal was presented by then Governor
Francis Sargent. The counter-proposal was based on
similar philosophy, major changes were In the areas
of reimbursement to cities and towns. On July 17,
1972, Governor Sargent signed Into law Chapter 766
which Integrated the two proposals, and gave school
systems until September 1, 1974, to prepare for full
Implementation.
The following statements on the purpose of
6Chapter 766 are taken from the Introduction of the
October 1, 1975 regulations:
The General Court finds that past develop-
ment of special education programs has resulted
In a great variation of services to children
with special needs with some children having
a greater educational opportunity than others
In less favored categories or environments.
The General Court further finds that past
methods of labeling and defining the needs of
children have had a stigmatizing effect and
have caused special education programs to be
overly narrow and rigid, both In their content
and their Inclusion and exclusion policies.
In the light of the policy of the
Commonwealth to provide an adequate, publicly
supported education to every child resident
therein. It Is the purpose of this act to
provide for a flexible and uniform system of
special education program opportunities for
all children requring special education; to
provide a flexible and nondlscrimi natory
system for Identifying and evaluating the
Individual needs of children requiring special
education; requiring evaluation of the needs
of the child and adequacy of the special
education program before placement and periodic
evaluation of the benefit of the program to
the child and the nature of the child's needs
thereafter; and to prevent denials of equal
educational opportunity on the basis of national
origin, sex, economic status, race, religion,
and physical or mental handicap In the provi-
sion of differential education services.
This act Is designed to remedy past Inade-
quacies and Inequities by defining the needs
of children requiring special education In a
broad and flexible manner, leaving It to the
state agencies to provide more detailed defi-
nitions which recognize that such children
have a variety of characteristics and needs,
all of which must be considered If the educa-
tional potential of each child Is to be
7realized; by providing the opportunity for
a full range of special education programs
for children requiring special education; by
requiring that a program which holds out
the promise of being special actually
benefits children assigned thereto; and by
replacing the present Inadequate and anti-
equalizing formula for distribution of
state aid for special education programs
with an equalizing one which encourages
cities, towns and regional school districts
to develop adequate special education pro-
grams within a reasonable period of time.
Recognizing that professional services
and resources must be^made available to
cities, towns and regional school districts
on a regional basis If this act Is to be
Implemented successfully, and within a
reasonable period of time, this act strengthens
and regionalizes the division of special
education In the department of education and
provides for and urges meaningful cooperation
among agencies concerned with children with
special needs.
Recognizing, finally, that present Inade-
quacies and Inequities In the provision of
special education services to children with
special needs have resulted largely from a
lack of significant parent and lay Involvement
In overseeing, evaluating and operating special
education programs, this act Is designed to
build such Involvement through the creation of
regional and state advisory committees with
significant powers and by specifying an accounta-
ble procedure for evaluating each child's special
needs thoroughly before placement In a program
and periodically thereafter (p. 111).
Chapter 766, then, came Into being as a result
of court actions and pressure from advocacy groups.
It was not wholly supported by educators, and Indeed
was challenged on philosophical as well as financial
8grounds. Funding for Chapter 766 comes "off the top"
and some have complained that regular education has
had to trim budgets to support special education.
With the passage of Proposition ZH* this complaint
may become more vehement. Also tied to the fiscal
problems are those of staffing In the light of
declining enrollments. Regular education teachers
subject to RIF (reductions in force) find it hard to
see special education departments growing when tenured
teachers are facing loss of jobs. Teachers are also
finding it difficult to accommodate "mainstreamed"
students at a time when class sizes are Increasing and
supports are cut back.
Because change can be traumatic, because there
Is competition for limited funds, because there are
additional stresses and expectations on teachers, it is
Important to know how successful Chapter 766 has been.
The Department of Education has awarded a major con-
tract to a private research firm to conduct a
comprehensive evaluation of Chapter 766 In Massachusetts
which will collect, coordinate, and analyze much of the
data generated over the past seven years. Results will
provide Information regarding the effects of Chapter 766
on education in Massachusetts. Although the state
study may produce valuable information, it probably
9will not address the critical question central to
this study which is, "Do parents perceive that the
implementation of Chapter 766 has had a positive
impact on the education of their handicapped child?"
It is expected that the state study will show
increases in mainstreaming, expansion of diagnostic
and evaluation capabilities, increased parent involve-
ment, and utilization of due process procedures, but
even the most positive results will probably not
convince parents who feel that the law has had a
negative or negligible effect on the education of
their handicapped child. A comprehensive evaluation
of Chapter 766 must include information from parents
which spans a period of time and which goes beyond
compliance. Parents of handicapped children have an
intimate and direct knowledge of the impact of
Chapter 766. Although parents' perceptions may be
shaded by time, memory, personal bias, experience,
economics, and education, these perceptions are real and
have the power to affect the future of special educa-
tion, just as they have affected the past. The law was
enacted because parents and others perceived that
education was neglectful of the needs of handicapped
children. Do parents still feel that way or has
10
Chapter 766 made a difference? This study will
address parents' perceptions regarding the Impact of
Chapter 766.
Background
From 1968 to 1974 the Investigator was the
elementary school counselor In a central Massachusetts
school system. Among the responsibilities of this
position was that of responding to requests and Inqui-
ries from parents regarding special education programs.
Despite a willingness to help which was supported by
administration and school committee. It was often
difficult or Impossible to respond fully to these
requests. There were, it seemed, a number of children
who simply could not go to school.
During that time, special education programs and
services were limited. Consider this school system of
two thousand which was reasonably progressive and
well staffed. Special education consisted of one
special class of fifteen students ranging In age from
six to eighteen. The class was totally segregated and
was. In fact, located In a separate administration
building. In 1969 a regional "Trainable Class" was
added which served about six children from this and
11
several neighboring communities. It was located in
the basement of a small school annex building. In the
next few years other changes were made, a speech
therapist and learning disability teacher were added,
but many children fell through the cracks; were inade-
quately served, or were not served at all.
Chapter 766 was welcomed by parents, but it was
also welcomed by many educators who had been frustrated
by the paucity of services and who wanted to respond
more fully to a wider range of educational need. This
investigator along with other educators from the
ranks of teaching, guidance and administration, joined
the efforts to implement Chapter 766 in Massachusetts.
Since 1974 there have been tremendous changes in
education which can be documented in terms of scope of
services to children, allocation of funds, and staffing.
Despite the critics, despite the occasional abuses
by both schools and parents, significant changes have
taken place. The study was conceived to find out if
parents whose handicapped children were already well into
their school years in 1974 saw these changes and per-
ceived that the change had positive consequences for
their children.
12
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study Is to contribute to
the research In special education by Investigating
parents' perceptions of the Impact of Chapter 766 on
their handicapped child's education. The basic
question which underlies this study of the Impact of
special education legislation Is: "Are children
with special needs better off as a result of the changes
which have taken place?" Since handicapped children
cannot always speak for themselves, a productive
approach to this question Is to study the perceptions of
their parents. Guiding questions for this study, then,
are
:
- Do parents of children with special needs
perceive that their children now have equal access to a
free public education?
- Do parents of children with special needs
perceive that their children are being educated In the
least restrictive environment?
- Do parents of children with special needs per-
ceive that their children are not labeled, and that
their programs follow non-categorlcal models?
- Do parents of children with special needs
13
perc 0 lvG thdt their children have access to truly
Individualized educational plans, designed to meet
specific needs?
- Do parents of children with special needs
perceive that they are regularly Involved with pro-
fessional personnel in educational planning and
decision-making?
- Do parents of children with special needs
perceive that their child has major educational needs
which have never been addressed?
There have been dramatic changes in the availabi-
lity, scope, and quality of special education services
since 1974. Children with special needs who have been
school age during these years have experienced the
Impact of Chapter 766 in the most direct, most intimate,
and most critical manner possible. An understanding of
their parents' perceptions can provide sensitive,
helpful information on the consequences of special
education legislation.
Study Design
In order to assess parents' perceptions of the
impact of Chapter 766 on the education of their
14
handicapped children, it was necessary to select a
target population which would be manageable and would
provide the opportunity to maintain a personal approach.
It was decided that greater perspective would be
possible if the study focused on children who had been
“school age" both before and after the implementation
of Chapter 766, and that all children, regardless of
kind or degree of need should be included. Finally,
in order to eliminate the differences which might
exist from one community to another, it was decided
that the study would target all children appearing on
the special education register of a central Massachusetts
school system who were born prior to 1964 and whose
parents had lived in the community throughout the
child's school years.
An in-depth interview format was developed by
conducting a series of interviews with parents of
children meeting general study criteria. Many revisions
were made before a final format was adopted and piloted.
The interviews provide an educational case history of
each child from a parent perspective as well as infor-
mation on the perceptions of parents regarding the
impact of special education services over a period of
ti me
.
Letters, signed by the LEA special education
15
administrator, were sent to all potential participants
describing the study. Parents were advised to contact
the special education administrator only if they did
Jlo_t wish to be contacted. Fourteen letters were mailed
and only one response was received. Subsequently the
investigator made appointments and conducted thirteen
interviews. Interviews took approximately one hour
and were taped.
Narrative descriptions of each child served as
an introduction to the findings. Responses to each
question were presented in tabular form, and discussions
followed. The analyses of questions included frequent
direct quotations.
Significance of the Study
This study is significant for several reasons.
First, it provides an in-depth study of parents'
perceptions of the impact of Chapter 766. Since P.L.
94-142 closely resembles Chapter 766, the findings may
help to predict the direction of the more recent federal
legislation. Those charged with the responsibility of
implementing P.L. 94-142 may find information to guide
and facilitate this process.
Second, the study presents an in-depth picture
16
of the scope and diversity of ways in which Chapter 766
is reaching out to children. All children born before
1964 who appeared on the special education register
of a central Massachusetts school system were included
in the study group, and no sampling or selection
process affected the composition of this group. Without
any attempt to modify or shape the study group, it
included children with a range of special needs from
the most severely multiply handle ^ped to the mildly
learning disabled. A presentation of the complexity
of ways in which Chapter 766 impacts on children with
special needs is a significant addition to the legisla-
ture relating to special education legislation.
Third, the study presents parents' perceptions of
the major components of the legislation, namely, the
right of all persons to an education, the right to an
education in the least restrictive environment, parental
involvement in the educational process, and the avoid-
ance of labels.
Finally, the study is significant in that it
identifies parents' perceptions of needs which have
remained unmet by changes brought about by Chapter 766.
Greater understanding of special education
legislation is important because it is the voice of the
parent of the handicapped child which carries the most
17
weight and which will affect future cooperation most
significantly. Chapter 766 was brought about by the
commitment and determination of a strong and powerful
advocacy movement. Support and cooperation will be
sustained only by observable, measurable results, and
positive acknowledgement from parents that progress
has been made. Without this, the future will include
rejected educational plans, appeals, and litigation.
How parents feel about the law and the way they per-
ceive it has affected their children Is Important.
Limi tations
The results of this study will be limited In
several ways. The sample is too small to generate
findings that may be generalized to all parents.
The sample is limited to parents of children on the
special education register who were born before 1964,
and findings may not represent views of parents of
children born after 1964. The study is limited to a
population drawn from a central Massachusetts school
district and findings may not be representative of
school districts In other parts of the state.
18
Def Ini tions
Core evaluation meeting or "Core" refers to the
interdisciplinary team which evaluates a child with
potential special needs, and develops an individualized
educational plan. New regulations which incorporate the
requirements of P.L. 94-142 abandon the term "Core"
and substitute "TEAM". This study reverts to the
former term because of parents lack of familiarity with
the current usage of TEAM.
Ma i ns treami nq refers to the practice encouraged
by Chapter 766 of educating children with special needs
in as normal a setting as possible and with maximum
appropriate contact with " normal" peers
.
P.L. 94-142 is the federal special education law
which was modeled after Chapter 766.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
This chapter will provide a comprehensive review
of the literature generated by Chapter 766 in
Massachusetts. It will also review the major philoso-
phical concepts which are central to special education
legislation; namely, the right of all persons to an
education, the right to an education in the least res-
trictive environment, parental involvement in the
educational process and avoidance of "labels".
Research on Chapter 766
In surveying state publications, ERIC documents
and doctoral dissertations in education completed in
Massachusetts since 1974, it was found that the
literature relating to Chapter 766 centered on three
topics: early implementation efforts, impact, and due
process. Each will be discussed.
Early implementation efforts . "The Way We Go To School"
"/as a report by the Task Force on Children Out of
School published in 1971. It did not relate directly
to Chapter 766, but it did generate concern and
19
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undoubtedly contributed to the passage of Chapter 766.
Although the study was limited to Boston, it is likely
that it described a situation which existed throughout
the Commonwealth. The study found that a minimum of
4,000 school age children were being excluded from the
Boston Public Schools and it estimated that the number
might be as high as 10,700. The majority of these
children were out of school because of lack of educa-
tional programs to meet their needs. Most of the chil-
dren were from ethnic groups (Puerto Ricans, Italians,
Chinese); others were crippled or pregnant. Another
group of between 2,800 and 4,800 attended school, but
were excluded from the regular educational process.
Many were misclassified and isolated. The recommendation
of the study was that the school committee make a
commitment to provide an adequate educational program
for all children, which would incorporate four major
principl es
:
- All children should be educated in the least
restrictive environment, and schools should do every-
thing to draw ilLI children into the educational process
regardless of differences.
- The needs of the children should be determined
on an individual basis.
21
- The evaluation prior to placement should
include more than simple tests and should Include
psychological, medical, neurological, psychomotor,
psychiatric tests as necessary. The results of the
testing should not be used to label children.
- There should be joint cooperation of systems
and institutions within the city and state. The State
Department of Education, the Department of Mental Health,
the Department of Public Welfare, private and public
social agencies, universities, and the state legislature
all must bear responsibility for these children.
This was a dramatic and shocking report which
attracted much attention and undoubtedly provided impetus
for the passage of Chapter 766. It is interesting that
three of the four recommendations were incorporated
directly into the regulations. The final recommendation
calling for cooperation of systems, institutions and
major state departments is still being recommended, but
to date competition, responsibility, and funding issues
make cooperation difficult.
A number of research studies have been conducted
which relate directly to early efforts to implement
Chapter 766. For example. Smith (1975) cites two flaws
that detract from the effectiveness of Chapter 766. The
first, he says, is that the law is too general, thus
22
creating problems in implementation. The second is
that
Those who have helped frame the law have taken
the attitude that those who are responsible
for carrying out the law, the educators, are
their adversaries rather than their colleagues
in child advocacy. (p. 8)
In line with Smith's observation, it is interest-
ing and significant that Chapter 785 was passed the same
year as Chapter 766. Chapter 785 created the Office
for Children which was to coordinate, regulate and
advocate for improved children's services. Help for
Children programs or child advocacy programs were
designed to help parents and young people cut through
bureaucratic red tape, and to watchdog the implementa-
tion of Chapter 766.
Shorr (1976) conducted a field study of the
implementation process in the Methuen School System.
The purpose of the study was to develop and evaluate
over time, a model for the implementation of main-
streaming, and included suggestions and recommendations
for accomplishing organizational changes in response to
Chapter 766.
Weatherly and Lipsky (1977) conducted a study
of the first year of implementation of Chapter 766
which was an "exercise in analyzing the introduction of
innovative policy into public service bureaucracies
23
that process people on a mass basis", (p. 172)
The study describes how the law affects the
I
work situations of those at the local level who are
ultimately responsible for its implementation--
teachers, counselors, specialists; and it describes how
the adjustment of these personnel to new work require-
ments affects the implementation of the new law. The
process of identification, referral, assessment, and
educational plan development were studied but the
stated concern here was the "processing of children
rather than the content or quality of service and
instruction", (p. 175) The study showed that special
education personnel, experiencing pressures to accom-
plish enormous tasks in a short period of time with no
certainty of substantially greater resources, like
other "street level bureaucrats" (school systems, schools,
and individuals) devised coping patterns. These included
rationing services. The article concludes:
The case of special education in Massachusetts
provides a sober lesson in how difficult it is
to integrate special services for a stigmatized
population, particularly when that population
is attended by professional specialists funded
through separate channels, championed by people
fearful that they will lose hard-won access to
decision making and perceived to cause work
related problems for those responsibl e for
managing the integration. In such a situation,
the role of the law in legitimizing new
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conceptions of the public order and in
mobilizing resources should not be over-
looked. (p. 197)
The tools of organizational and behavioral
analysis were also used by Schaye (1980) to describe
and analyze the implementation of Chapter 766 in one
high school. The study suggests that there are speci-
fic organizational characteristics of high schools
that make implementation difficult and that there are
a small number of teachers whose perceptions are
similar to special needs teachers and who have little
difficulty in implementing Chapter 766 procedures.
Data suggests that this particular high school requires
middle level integrators and more open policy-making
to resolve conflicts created by the demands of the law.
Anderson (1978) reports on a case study of the
implementation of fiscal reform regarding Chapter 766
which took place within the Division of Special
Education between 1975-77. Theoretical perspectives
used to organize the study were rational, organizational
and cognitive. In this study, an examination of the
same series of events from the three different
perspectives contributed to the understanding of
significant events in the implementation process.
In addition to the independent research con-
ducted during the early years of implementation.
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several state studies provided an analysis of efforts
being made in Massachusetts. For example, former
Governor Michael S. Dukakis established a Task Force
which identified four major areas for investigation.
These were:
- The implications of all proposed changes in
Chapter 766 or regulations as they affect both fiscal
and administrative aspects of implementation.
“ The condition of inter-agency resource sharing
with LEA'S in relation to managing the effectiveness
of potential services to special needs youth.
- Consolidation of the Transportation Act to
increase efficient use of state money.
- Solicitation of input to the Executive
(Governor) on the status of implementation and on ways
to both improve efficiency and control costs.
The final report made no recommendation for
changing the law, but concentrated on ways to improve
the implementation process and pointed to five major
areas of need:
- Removal of obstacles, real and perceived,
between services mandated in the law and the individual
for whom services were intended. This concern
centered primarily on improving communication among
agencies charged with the delivery of services;
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simplifyinq the procedures used to deliver the
services, and effecting ways to collect and store
critical data and information relating to successes
in the delivery of those services.
- Clarification of fiscal and other responsi-
bilities of those agencies involved in Chapter 766.
- Clarification of the inter-relationships among
state agencies mandated to perform administrative
and programmatic functions under the law.
- Increasing communication to the public on the
progress of Chapter 766.
- Clarification of the role of the Executive
Offices of Transportation along with other agencies
in the development and coordination of transportation
services to children with special needs.
Later, statewide monitoring of the status of
implementation was undertaken by the Coalition for
Special Education and the Massachusetts Advocacy
Center. The project was conceived (1) to monitor the
performance of state and local education officials
responsible for implementation of the law, (2) to keep
the public aware and informed about the progress made,
(3) and to stimulate and support citizen advocacy at
the community level to insure proper implementation
of the law.
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Several reports were generated. The first
report was released in February of 1975 and compared
the early progress of one hundred sixty-three
communities. It concentrated on three substantive
aspects of the law: evaluation and placement of
special needs children, staff training, and community/
consumer involvement in special education at the local
1 evel . It stated
:
None of the measures of this study is a
direct indicator of the qual i ty of special
education programs and services. Such
qualitative judgements are best made by
local citizen organizations and the State
Division of Special Education, (p. 5)
However, a later statement is made that:
This survey measures quantity and for-
mality of effort at the local level and as
such, is a major step in determining the
degree of implementation of the law and,
indirectly, the quality of special education
programs in local school systems in
Massachusetts, (p. 5)
Findings of the study were widely publicized and
widely criticized. Critics, mostly from the public
schools, claimed that reporting directions were
unclear, that it put school systems in competition with
one another, that it negated the massive efforts which
were being made, and that it contained many errors.
Briefly, the findings were:
- The majority of school systems in the
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Commonwealth failed to evaluate even their minimum
estimated special needs population.
- Younger children and older children were
virtually ignored by school systems and excluded
from the benefits of the law during the first year.
- The placement rate of children who have been
evaluated is very high.
- The majority of school systems failed to
establish formal, on-going 766 training programs
for their personnel --teachers
, administrators, and
support staff.
- Less than 10% of all school systems in the
state developed a formal, sustained method to inform
their communities and to involve local citizenry in
the implementation of Chapter 766.
Another report was released in March of 1975
which focused on the Boston Project. Riley (1978)
provides information on planning and technical assist-
ance to Boston Public School administration in their
efforts to comply with Chapter 766. Initiated in 1976,
the Project was to provide a temporary intervention
system focusing on the development and implementation
of a Master Plan which would lead the Boston system to
substantial compliance status, establish a formal
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process of quality program development and Imple-
mentation and institutionalize a self-renewal capacity
within the system so that gains would not be
transitory. The account of the project by Riley
(1978) maintains that despite the difficulty and
complexity of the task, it presents a substantial
challenge to educators and the educational system.
He found that implementation requires pro-active
leadership on the part of superintendents and special
education administrators; data-based, theory-based
planning; collaborative planning; planning by
educators and other human service agencies; extensive
training, particularly focused on building adminis-
trators and special education administrators, strong
monitoring and directed technical assistance by
federal and state agencies.
Literature relating to the impact of Chapter 766.
Literature on Chapter 766 may be organized as follows:
- The impact of Chapter 766 on the education
of special needs children;
- The impact of Chapter 766 on the perceptions
and attitudes of parents of special needs children;
- The impact of Chapter 766 on the organizations
and people who provide services to children with
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special needs.
Impact of Chapter 766 on special needs children.
It is surprising and significant that this review
yielded only two studies which attempted to measure
change in children which was directly related to the
implementation of Chapter 766.
Shulman (1977) compared the self-concept,
socio-metric status and teacher expectancy of academic
performance of special needs children within newly
integrated classrooms. He found that there was no
significant difference between previously always
integrated and previously always segregated special
education children within recently mainstreamed
classes. The study concluded that mainstreaming alone
did not lead to narrowing the gap between separate and
non-separate special needs students for the variables
of self-concept, socio-metric status, and teacher
expectancy performance as determined by special needs
students themselves, their non-special and special
needs peers, and their teachers. Unless other means
of intervention occurred, integration alone did not
foster emotional, social, and intellectual
development.
A comparison of mainstreamed and self-contained
placements of educably mentally retarded high school
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students in terms of self-concept, attendance, and
academic achievement was conducted by Burke (1979).
Two groups of seventeen educably mentally retarded
high school students matched for sex, IQ, and age
were studied. One group was assigned to partially
mainstreamed academic classes in art, music, and
physical education. No significant difference was
found in reading, and the mathematics achievement
gains, growth in self-concept, or drop-out rate.
Mainstreamed students did better in spelling and
showed better attendance records during the study.
No detrimental effects were shown for mainstreamed
students
.
Impact of Chapter 766 on Service Providers.
There is considerably more research which focuses
on the impact of mandated changes in special educa-
tion on professional educators and organizations.
Snyder (1976) attempted to determine the
change in special education administrative and
organizational structures in Massachusetts public
schools which directly followed the implementation
of Chapter 766. Special Education administrators
reported that coordination between school districts
and state and local agencies responsible for school
age children with special needs has increased.
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Greatest Increases were with the Regional Offices of
the Division of Special Education, the Office for
Children, the Massachusetts Advocacy Center, and the
district's Parent Advisory Council.
Changes noted were not related to either the
number of pupils or regular or special per pupil
expendl tures
.
Attitudes of public school administrators and
teachers toward the Integration of children with
special needs Into regular education programs was
studied by DeLeo (1976). He found that the
administrator of special education has the most
favorable attitude toward Integration followed by
special education teachers, principals, and regular
education teachers. The need for Information, training,
and experience of regular education teachers regarding
Integration was supported by this study which also
Indicated that medium and small school systems appeared
more favorable toward Integration In general than
larger school systems.
The Medical Foundation, Inc. (Wechsler, Suarez,
McFadden 1975) conducted a study which explored
teachers' attitudes toward the education and emotional
adjustment of physically handicapped children.
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Teachers in Waltham were asked to Indicate how they
felt classmates would behave toward physically handi-
capped children, how difficult the children's adjust-
ment would be, how willing the teachers would be to
have a physically handicapped child in his/her class,
and whether or not it would be a problem for the
teachers. The indicated differences related to the
type of handicapping condition, and showed that teachers
having previous experience with handicapped children
were the most optimistic about integration of
physically handicapped children in regular classes.
Pietroski (1979) found that the availability of
supportive services to teachers and special needs
students and previous educational training were the
most influential factors in determining the regular
teacher's attitude toward mainstreaming. Factors of
age, sex, and level of education were minimal.
The impact of the "right to education" on
private special education services was studied by
OiMauro (1980) who observed that the private sector
is drawn into public control through financial depend-
ence, regulation, and the kinds of services required
by the public sector. His evidence suggests that
trends will continue to modify the character and
function of private schools.
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Blanchard and Nober (1976) In their study of the
effects of mainstreaming on the delivery of services
to children with speech, language and hearing problems
differentiates between mainstreaming and integration.
They note that mainstreaming integrates children with
special needs into the overall delivery of services
whereas integration does not mainstream children into
a total education management framework. Mainstreaming
thus involved the total picture. A survey of two
hundred eleven speech and hearing clinicians on atti-
tudes toward implementation and concluded that:
- Mainstreaming imposes a number of significant
changes in the delivery of services.
- There has been a wide spectrum of increased
services including in-service, paperwork, parent involve-
ment, consultation and collaboration with other
specialists
.
- Accountability, writing behavioral objectives,
short and long range planning, prescriptive teaching,
assistants, screening, are of greater concern.
- Case load changes toward the serving of more
organic, multiply handicapped and language disordered
chi Idren
.
- Smaller case loads due to increased number of
clinicians.
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Recommendations Included:
- Clinicians need more experience working with
the younger and older children.
- Trainable programs need to review goals and
objectives regarding study skills, competencies,
classroom experience, levels of training, intra-
department core requirements, faculty support to
professional workers, collaborative alliance with
school districts, and accountability research.
A study by McGrail (1975) spanned the years
between 1969 and 1975, and focused on the movement
of special needs students within the Worcester Public
Schools. It explored the impact of the implementation
of Chapter 766 on such things as teacher attitudes,
parental involvement, development of supplemental
services, referral and placement procedures.
Research by Saunders (1980) investigated the
relationships between the level of compliance of forty
local educational agencies, the characteristics of
these communities in terms of enrollment staff, wealth,
per pupil special education expenditures, and the
identification and placement of students requiring
special education. Findings indicate that the level
of compliance as shown through state monitoring
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activities is not systematically related to either
the community characteristics or the identification
and placement of children with special needs in special
education. In addition, it found little consistency
among sample systems in regard to determining who is
in need of special education services and where these
should take place.
Hirshberg (1980) studied the problem of main-
streaming at the secondary level. He suggests that the
underlying cause for many of the systemic problems
of secondary schools and of the teaching profession
are the cultural and structural differences, which
are incompatible with mainstreaming.
Special Needs Advisory Councils have been
recommended by the State Department of Special
Education. Sal vatoriello (1979) studied their effec-
tiveness in Massachusetts. She found that on the whole,
the local Special Needs Advisory Councils were
considered effective. More than 39% of the councils
completing the survey were effective in meeting
identified goals.
Rittenhouse (1980) studied Chapter 766 as a
predictor of what might occur both here in
Massachusetts and elsewhere under P.L. 94-142. He
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suggests that by holding local school districts
totally financially responsible for any special
needs child placed in a private school, the
Commonwealth encourages the development of programming
at a local level. On the other hand, he suggests that
a danger is that less than adequate programs may be
established locally, thus limiting the services a
child needs and can receive in a private residential
school .
McArdle (1975) studied the impact of Chapter 766
on programs of study in special education at state
colleges and at the University of Massachusetts. She
found that seven of the eight institutions had
incorporated non-categori cal or generic training in
their program offerings. Lack of defined certification
requirements (since resolved) was seen as a hindrance
to program change. She also found that schools with
smaller student enrollment and lower percentage of
faculty holding terminal degrees appeared to have made
greater changes in their programs.
Mehlem (1980) studied the impact of a court
decision on educational policy as a result of judicial
intervention undertaken by the court to bring the
Boston School Department into compliance with
Chapter 766. She found that this particular court
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intervention did have an impact on initiating reform
but that remedial or compensatory measures did not
substantially change the non-compl ai nee status of
the Boston Public Schools. She found that the remedy
itself (compensatory education) became institutionalized
and that efforts to address the original problem were
not made. It was suggested that better results might
have occurred had the court appointed a full-time
monitor. It was concluded that litigation alone does
not provide a solution to complex issues, but it can
clarify and establish bases for initiating change.
She recommends that litigation should be maintained
as a strategy for change.
Other studies discuss the impact of Chapter 766
on the role of Reading Specialist (Burg & Kaufman, 1980),
the role of School Psychologist (Caroll, 1980), the role
of the speech, language and hearing clinicians
(Blanchard, Nober, Harris, 1976) and the role of the
generic specialist (Malone, 1980). Also, implications
for bilingual education (Riviera-Viera, 1979), special
education col 1 aborati ves (Education Collaborative for
Greater Boston, 1976), Vocational/Technical Schools
(Li nari , 1974)
.
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Impact of Chapter 766 nn parents perceptions/
attitudes. There are only two studies of parent
perceptions of Chapter 766. Because of their rele-
vance to this study, each will be discussed in depth.
Hutchinson (1978) studied the effectiveness of
Chapter 766 from a parental perspective. He hypothesized
that as a result of the implementation of Chapter 766
in Massachusetts parents would:
- Be more involved in their child's special
education
;
- Be knowledgeable regarding the law and their
rights established by the law; and
- Be more satisfied with the special education
services provided for their child.
In order to test these hypotheses, Hutchinson
designed an interview format and trained parent volun-
teers to conduct interviews of one hundred and ten
parents in six communities, some three years after the
implementation of the law.
There was a definite attempt to assess change as a
function of Chapter 766, particularly in regard to parent
involvement and satisfaction. For this reason, the
Hutchinson study has direct implications for this study.
Hutchinson based his study on attitudes as they
relate to "a specific set of guidelines outlined in the
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law" (p. 84). These procedures were identified as:
a comprehensive evaluation of the child, programming
Individualized to meet the child's special needs,
re-evaluations to assess the effectiveness of placement,
and strong parental Involvement Including redress and
appeal procedures. It can be seen that Hutchinson's
study differs from this study In that It focuses on
attitudes toward the procedural requirements rather than
on their impact on the child. He hypothesized that
parents would report a greater level of Involvement In
the planning of their child's education, a thorough
understanding of the law, and a greater satisfaction
with special education services as a result of Chapter
766.
Parents of children with a wide range of special
needs, age, and placement were Interviewed, and about
half of the parents were or had been involved In an
organization for children with special needs. Parents
were asked to compare the nature of their communication
with school personnel both before and after the imple-
mentation of the law. Nine percent reported communi-
cation was much better, 24% better, 34% the same, 14%
worse, and 11% not applicable or did not know (p. 91).
Parents were also asked to give their general
impression of the way school personnel treated them.
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A change was found indicating improved perception of
treatment after Chapter 766.
The study investigated the levels of parental
satisfaction with special education services since the
implementation of Chapter 766. It was shown that
parents reported more satisfaction with special
education services since 766.
Additional data indicated that parents noted little
change in regard to labelling, and the amount of time
spent in regular classes.
In summary, the Hutchinson interview asked parents
to compare attitudes toward, and perceptions of, a wide
variety of procedures and services pre- and post 766.
He found, with a few exceptions, that parents were
positive about the impact of Chapter 766 on education.
Resnick's (1980) study focused on parent attitudes
toward the evaluation process of Chapter 766 in the town
of Brookline. He hypothesized that a parent's satis-
faction with the school program would be significantly
related to their involvement in the development of the
child's individualized educational plan. He used the
parent questionnaire prepared by the State Department of
Education in Massachusetts to elicit parent perceptions
of their involvement in the evaluation process and then
analyzed responses statistically with one question,
"How satisfied are you with the program your child is
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receiving? (p. 117). He found significant positive
relationships between satisfaction and the following
variables
:
- receiving information
- meeting with school personnel
- being informed
- understanding results of evaluations
- understanding the language and writing of
educational goals
- completion of lEP's within thirty days
- sending the lEP for approval within ten days
- receiving a core evaluation each year
- receiving a written summary of the last review
- receiving all services called for in the lEP
- receiving written progress reports every three
months
- clarity of written progress reports
- receiving other communications from the school
- receiving information about a child's progress
- ability to share information about which
special education teachers were working with a child
- ability to share information about goals attained
and not attained during the past three months
- ability to share information about activities
and methods being used to assist children to reach goals
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- ability to share information about what can be
done if not pleased regarding services
- appropriateness of transportation vehicle
- level of education
There were a number of interesting sidelights to
this study. Resnick found that there was no significant
relationship between parents age and their level of
satisfaction, but there was a significant relationship
between level of education and satisfaction. He found
that the lower the educational level, the more likely
it is that parents will be satisfied. He also analyzed
rejected lEP's in Brookline and found that due process
rights are being utilized by a preponderance of the better
educated parents and are not being used anywhere near as
often by parents with less than a high school education.
Literature relating to due process . The final area of
research on Chapter 766 has to do with the due process
aspect of the law.
Lay (1977) described the appeal process during the
first year of implementation of Chapter 766. She found
that those using the appeals process during the first
year of implementation tended to be white, middle class,
highly educated, and clustered at the higher level of the
occupational scale. In addition, the majority of cases
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originated in communities where the per pupil
expenditures exceeded the state average. The major
conflicts between parent and school centered on private
versus public placement, and the majority of children
had diagnoses related to learning difficulties such as
dislexia or learning disability. Decisions of hearing
officers were analyzed. Decisions were idiosyncratic
and situation-specific. Patterns of rulings were identi-
fied for specific hearing officers.
Parental satisfaction with the appeals process
were analyzed through use of a questionnaire. Parents
who complained most were also parents who had a high
level of participation. Not surprisingly, the parents
indicating greatest satisfaction with the appeals process
were those whose proposed educational plan was supported
by the hearing officer.
Mitchell (1976) reports on a study conducted by
the Research Institute for Education Problem (RIEP) to
investigate the extent to which persons are taking
advantage of the right to due process under 766. Twenty-
five user-parents were interviewed to determine expecta-
tions and characteristics of parents involved. Research
indicates a high psychic cost to those involved and the
centrality of money (funding) issues.
The effect of due process hearings on school
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personnel and parents was studied by Daynard (1980).
Interviews with parents, hearing officers, and school
personnel involved in ten appeal cases were conducted
and results analyzed. It was shown that the hearings
increased the adversarial nature of conflicts. School
personnel viewed them as tense, anxiety-provoking
experiences, bitterness between parents and school
increased as the process was prolonged, and involve-
ment of lawyers increased the conflict. Schools,
for the most part, see each case individually and have
not yet begun to draw general lessons from the
decisions except on a procedural level.
Philosophical Foundations of Chapter 766
Chapter 766 rests on several legal and educational
concepts which are important to a full understanding of
the legislation. These concepts include: the right of
all persons to an education, the right of the handicapped
to be educated in the least restrictive environment,
parental involvement in the educational process, and
the avoidance of labels. This section will present
a discussion of the literature relating to each
of these concepts which are the foundation of recent
special education reform.
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The right of all persons to an education
. The history
of the concept of the "right of all persons to an
education" was presented by Dybad (1973). More than
half a century ago, the Geneva Declaration was presented
and subsequently signed by governments throughout the
world. Later the League of Nations and the Fourth
Pan American Congress on Child Welfare adopted It. The
Declaration Is significant In that It contained a state-
ment that the child who Is physically or mentally handi-
capped must be helped. Although the United States did
not sign the Declaration because of technical (or
political) reasons, the Children's Charter adopted at the
1930 White House Conference on Child Help and Protection
proclaimed similar rights of children, among them the
right of handicapped children to education and medical
treatment. But World War I, according to Dybad, brought
forth
A new concept of the dignity of . . . every
man, woman, and child along with an emphasis
on the quality of human life, the human being's
potential for rehabilitation, and for physical
and mental restoration no matter how severely
damaged (p. 154).
Subsequently, the United Nations proclaimed the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights which affirmed
that all human beings are born free and equal In dignity
and rights. Later, in 1959, the United Nations adopted
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a revised and expanded version which was designated
the Declaration of the Rights of the Child. One of
its ten principles states that the child who Is
physically, mentally or socially handicapped shall be
given the special treatment, education, and care
required by his particular condition. Insufficient
attention had been given to the legal status of the
retarded, and often actions taken on their behalf
diminished rather than strengthened their rights, or
even led to a total denial. This problem was pursued by
the Task Force on Law of the President's Panel on Mental
Retardation (1963) but the most significant impetus
came from abroad.
The International League of Societies for the
Mentally Handicapped (the international organization of
parent associations) brought together thirty represen-
tatives of fourteen national member societies of the
League In a 1967 Symposium on legislative aspects of
mental retardation. Despite the tremendous differences
in legal administrative practices from country to country,
the symposium was still able to develop a common agree-
ment on standards that could guide the various countries
In reviewing and changing legislative provisions for the
mentally retarded.
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In the past, legislation had addressed itself
to the problem of constraining the mentally retarded,
limittng their freedom of action, safeguarding their
property, permitting their exclusion from vital
services (such as public schools), prescribing confine-
ment in institutions, imposing obligations on their
parents, or providing parent surrogates.
The recommendations which came out of the
Stockholm Symposium essentially reversed this negative
approach and set forth some broad general principles
which encompass the individual rights of the mentally
retarded person as a human being.
These rights have subsequently been established
through courts in a series of cases which according to
Gilhool (1973) center on two notions which are important
aspects in the "right of all persons to an education".
These are: zero-reject education and the due process
right to a hearing.
The legal basis for zero-reject education was
established in Brown v. Board of Education . The United
States Supreme Court in 1954 wrote:
Education is required in the performance of
our most basic public responsibilities. It is
the very foundation of good citizenship. It is
a principal instrument for awakening the child
to cultural values, in preparing him for later
training, in helping him to adjust normally to
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his environment. It is doubtful that any child
may reasonably be expected to succeed in life
if he is denied the opportunity to an education.
The opportunity of an education when a state
has undertaken to provide it is a right which
must be made available to all on equal terms
(Gilhool, 1973, p. 168).
Although the suit was brought as a reaction to
limitations of educational opportunities on the basis of
race, the implications for the handicapped were clear.
What happened subsequently was that lawyers became
alert to research in special education and began to
translate this into terms that provide equal protection,
into orders requiring all children be granted access to
free, public programs of education and training. PARC v .
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania was significant in legally
testing this right. Mills v. Board of Education affirmed
the right of access to an education but went beyond
this and established the right to due process hearing
upon any change in educational assignment, after any
assignment to special education, and periodically for the
duration of that assignment. Diana v. State Board of
Educa ti on had also addressed this question but in a
slightly different way. It not only challenged the
school's authority to make autonomous special education
placements, it challenged the use of certain tests in
making such placements.
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The right to an education for the handicapped 1n tht*
least restrictive environment
. The right of handi-
capped children to an education In the least restrictive
environment Is grounded In "The Doctrine of the Least
Restrictive Alternative".
This doctrine, typically applied by the courts In
non-education related civil cases, has recently been
applied and upheld as a defense against arbitrary and
capricious placement and treatment practices. The
doctrine is particularly germane to the development
of referral systems and practices.
Johnson (1975) In discussing the doctrine as
applied to education writes:
In essense, this doctrine provides that, when
government pursues a legitimate goal that may
Involve the restricting of fundamental liberty.
It must do so using the least restrictive alter-
native available. Applied to education, courts
have ruled in principle that special education
systems or practices are Inappropriate if they
remove children from their expanded peer group
without benefit of constitutional safeguards.
Placement In special environments for educational
purposes can, without appropriate safeguards,
become a restriction on fundamental liberties.
It is required, then that substantive
efforts be made by educators to maintain handi-
capped children with their peers in a regular
education setting, and that the state (as
represented by the individual school districts)
bear the burden of proof when making placements
or when applying treatments which involve
partial or complete removal of handicapped
children from their normal peers.
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This doctrine represents, for handicapped
children, the right to be educated in the
regular class, however defined, unless clear
evidence is available that partial or complete
removal is necessary. Factors idiosyncratic
to school districts (such as organizational
arrangements, technological differences in
delivery systems, agency jurisdictional prob-
lems, and/or lack of adequate local, state, or
federal financial support) may not be con-
sidered as reasons for abrogating the right
of an individual child to the least restric-
tive alternative necessary to meet his/her
unique educational needs (p. 8).
The "Doctrine of the Least Restrictive Alternative"
was addressed very recently by the Supreme Court. A
lawsuit filed on behalf of patients at Penhurst State
School and Hospital, claimed that patients had a right
to treatment in settings the least restrictive to
personal liberty. The court overturned rulings that
would have required the transfer of 1,200 patients to
community-based programs. Even though the justices
agreed that conditions were dangerous and inadequate,
they said that Section 6010 of the Disabled Assistance
and Bill of Rights Act does not directly require the
state to pay for better treatment. Writing for the
Court, Justice William H. Rehnquist (1981) said,
"Vie are persuaded that Section 6010 . . . does no more
than express a congressional preferance for certain kinds
of treatment". The implications for education are clear.
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Parental Involvement in the educational process , A
review of the trends in special education regarding
parent/community involvement indicates that there
have been some significant changes in how parents'
roles in the education of their children are perceived.
To say that current legislation was prompted solely as
a result of parent frustration over lack of or insuf-
ficient services would be to see only part of the
picture. Edward J. Kelly (1974) suggests that there
are several rationales supporting parent involvement
in the schools. These are: the concept of parental
responsibility, professional perceptions of involvement
as a necessary feature of special education programming,
and the dominant trend of contemporary research on the
benefits of parental involvement.
McCandless (1967) says that the right to be
involved in their child's education is also a respon-
sibility. Parents who shirk this responsibility
jeopardize their attitude toward the educational
process. Smith and Bache (1963) describe a study where
parents, through a community center, were trained to
express interest in school achievement and to communi-
cate to their children their desire for them to suc-
ceed. Significant improvement in academic achievement
subsequently was noted.
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John Gilmore (1968), at Boston University,
developed an approach for underachievers which has
been widely copied. Parents participated in counsel-
ing sessions which focused on improving parent/child
relationships. Again, significant improvement was
noted
.
Special educators have looked at parent involve-
ment in slightly different ways. An editorial in
Exceptional Parent (1971) highlights the fact that
special educators often contributed to the heightened
sense of parental guilt in relation to the handicapped
child. Even the taking of the developmental history
often conveyed to the parent “You should have known,
you should have asked earlier for help". This
tendency of special education to compound a parent's
readiness to assume unfounded guilt is thoughtfully
discussed by William Ryan (1971).
Calvert (1971) speaks of other dimensions of
involvement in the educational programs of handicapped
children. He believes that not only the mother and
father, but the whole (extended) family must be included.
Appropriate functions include learning and working
with the children, planning, evaluation, policy
decisions and administration of programs and
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dissemination of information to other parents. This
involvement, he says, should be planned around family
needs as well as program needs.
Initially, parent involvement centered around
a perceived need to provide counseling services.
Meadow and Meadow (1971) speak of the difficulty
encountered by parents in adjusting to changed percep-
tions of themselves as parents of handicapped.
Although the intent was fine, a counseling approach
often heightened a parent's feeling of guilt and
responsibility for the child's problem. It also tended
to widen the gap between professional and parent. As
Kelly (1973) says:
Indicators of parental culpability--
accompanied by even more common descriptions
of parental guilt and shame concerning their
child's handicapping condi tion--permea te
the literature of special education. These
have led to wide-spread disparagement of any
involvement that goes beyond professional
counseling designed to help the parents
cope with their emotional problems (p. 359).
A good deal of emphasis has been placed on the
positive effect that parent involvement has on children's
achievement. Shiff (1963) found a high correlation
between parent involvement and achievement, attendance,
study habits, reading skills and behavior. Jablonsky
(1968) felt that this effect was due to the fact that
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parents' perceptions of schools became more positive
when they were actively Involved. She said:
Schools which have open doors to parents
and community members have greater success
in educating children
. . . The children
seem to be direct benef Iclalrles of the
change in perception on the part of the
parents (p. 6).
Brookover's (1965) study on self-concept of
ability and school achievement compared three
randomly selected groups of low-achieving junior-high
school students. One group had weekly counseling
sessions, one had regular contact with specialists
In particular interest areas, and one group received
nothing directly. Parents in this last group, however,
attended weekly meetings on child development. Only
this group showed significant change in the direction
of the heightened self-concept and academic progress.
In "Pygmalion in the Classroom" (Rosenthal 1, 1 968)
it is stated that:
. . .
children who profited from positive
changes in teacher's expectations of their
ability all had parents who were involved to
some degree in their child's development in
the school, and who were distinctly visible
to the teachers (p. 142).
The literature supports the concepts that improv-
ing parent involvement can benefit the child in terms
of both instruction and achievement, and that parents
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benefit In terms of understanding, acceptance and
support. But there are other very significant factors
which have contributed to the emphasis on parent
Involvement. These relate to a growing community
dissatisfaction with schools. Rice (1970) feels that
this alienation Is caused by three things: growing
teacher militancy and unionism, teacher strikes, and
the fact that teachers seldom live In the community
where they work. Economic factors have highlighted
these difficulties. The rising cost of education Is
probably the single most contributing factor, and Is
the undercurrent of all other complaints.
Hofstrand and Phipps (1971) believe that advisory
councils can bridge the gap. They believe that the
administration must "sell" the school through a concen-
trated "P.R." approach and provide a vehicle for
regular Involvement within the schools In regard to
planning, developing, executing and evaluating policies
and priorities of the educational system. Benefits
will accrue at each level. For the teacher, advice
and assistance! for the school board, heightened status
In public relations; for the parents, need fulfillment
and service; for the children, achievement and relevant
educatl on
.
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Certainly, the effort of minority parents to
achieve educational opportunities for their children
has played a significant part In the history of
parent Involvement In the schools. Growing from a
recognition that education was the route up the
financial and social ladder, parents demanded that
their voices be heard and pushed, usually In urban
areas, for “community schools". Kerensky (1975) says
that the entire concept of schools as professional
territory has been rightfully challenged and that a
new partnership between community and professional
educators must be established.
Wiles (1974) conducted an Interesting study of
the character and quality of school /communi ty relations
In urban schools In the late 1960's. He surveyed one
hundred eighty-seven principals to determine the
extent to which they relied on traditional Institutional
assumptions In conflict situations. He found that
local schools were closed systems of decision-making
and that “community participation", such as It was,
really had just three operational forms. These were
to legitimize existing policies, to guard against out-
side attacks, and to counteract the existing Institu-
tional structure and authority through a political
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alliance with the concept of community participation.
In short, he suggests that some parent involvement
activities initiated by the schools are motivated
more to pacify, contain and divert than to enhance
education itself.
Bloom (1980) presents interesting findings in
regard to the mandate to involve parents in the
decision-making process. He found that school pro-
fessionals often engage in informal practices which are
not mentioned in state or federal regulations. These
included such practices as planning strategies prior
to meeting with parents, negotiating the interpre-
tation of assessment results, and using off-the-record
biographical information as a factor in placement
recommendations. Bloom found that the special educa-
tion administration exerted great influence on decision-
making both through organizational structures and through
unwritten rules regarding placement options open to
decision-makers. He also found that parent involvement
ranged from parents being notified of decisions already
made to highly collaborative interactions in which
parents played a major role.
Avoidance of labels . "Special educators are late-
comers in the voicing of concern over the biasing
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effects of diagnostic categories and labels." (Mac-
Millan, Jones and Aloia, 1974). The mental health
field addressed the question as early as 1948; later
Dunn (1968) challenged special education to address
the question particularly regarding the midly
retarded
.
MacMillan, Jones and Aloia (1974) prepared a
comprehensive review of the literature pertaining to
labelling in special education and concluded that the
. . . burden of proof lies with those who
advocate the use of labels to demonstrate that
the categorization demonstrably benefits the
individual who is labeled. That is, the burden
of proof lies with the proponents to show that
a practice such as labeling has benefits, and
that the benefits outweigh the possible evils
(p. 241).
Research to date has often been complicated by
methodological problems, which include confusing the
effects of placement with effects of labelling, sam-
pling, and identification of control groups. Other
problems center around the dependent measures, i.e.,
the factors purported to be influenced by labeling
such as self-concept, peer rejection, level of
aspiration, expectancies for achievement by teachers,
adult adjustment, and child's dislike of being labeled.
While it is generally accepted that labeling
children mentally retarded has negative effects, con-
clusive empirical evidence of these effects was not
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found. According to MacMillan's review, the studies
that bear on that issue were found to have confounded
treatments, and are inconclusive. An attempt was
made to examine the complexity of the problem and to
suggest variables that need to be controlled in sub-
sequent research if it is to clarify understanding of
the effect of the label. MacMillan's report concludes:
It should be noted however that those
marginal children over whom the debate rages
do not appear to benefit maximally from their
educational experiences whether they are
labeled or not. The task confronting special
educators would seem to be to optimize the
educational experience for such children.
That is to say, special education must not
allow themselves to engage in a witch hunt to
identify forces on which to place blame (e.g.,
administrative arrangements, labels) for their
apparent lack of demonstrable effect, lest
they lose sight of the primary task of teach-
ing these children the skills and attitudes
deemed necessary for their success in
society (p. 3).
Greskin (1975) suggests that rather than restruc-
turing the studies on the effects of labeling, a more
productive approach would be to modify the effects of
labeling. In the first place, he says, the question
of effect is raised for practical rather than for
scientific reasons, and the real issue is how to reduce
the negative consequences. He suggests that educators
remove the labels and study the consequences.
This suggestion is an intriguing one as
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Massachusetts has attempted to do just this. Although
P.L. 94-142 regulations limit the use of labeling.
Chapter 766 specifically prohibits labeling and
requires Instead a system of non-categorical program
models. Services to children are specified by proto-
type based on the amount of time spent In special
education. Originally, it was expected labeling could
be eliminated by avoiding labels that identified
services or programs. In reality, this has not hap-
pened. What has happened is that educators have
become somewhat more sensitive to the use of labels,
particularly as an answer to difficult diagnostic
questions. It was intended that evaluation teams
would focus on developing the educational plan for a
child addressing that child's individual need, rather
than making diagnoses and placing the child in a program
matching the diagnosis. Personal experience as a
consultant to, and evaluator of, special education
programs throughout the Commonwealth indicates that
there is considerable variation in the manner in which
schools implement this aspect of the regulations.
Program models which are truly non-categorical are
extremely rare. Although a program may be called
a resource room or a learning center, the focus
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Is usually designated for learning disabled, emotionally
disturbed, behavlorally disordered, etc. It will be
Interesting to see If Massachusetts will continue to
support non-categorical program models. Unfortu-
nately, funding Issues rather than research may be the
final determining factor In this question.
CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The Study Design
The review of literature revealed only two studies
related to parents' perceptions of Chapter 766. Data
for both studies was collected by means of questionnaires.
Resnick (1980) mailed his questionnaire while Hutchinson
(1978) used his as a basis for structured Interviews.
Because the objective of this study was to explore
the perceptions of parents regarding the impact of
changes brought about by Chapter 766 in a very personal
manner, the in-depth semi -s tructured interview format
was selected as the major data-col 1 ecti on instrument.
Although use of a questionnaire permits a much larger
study population, the in-depth interview allows for
greater exploration of attitudes and perceptions which was
central to the concept of the study.
Questionnaires must also be designed to ''fit'' the
respondents by providing a range of categories to fit all
possible responses. In this study, a limited number of
parents were interviewed and these parents had experi-
ences and children which varied a good deal. Using an
in-depth interview format, the researcher is able to
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clarify any question that appears to be confusing or
which evokes answers which are vague or contradictory.
The Interviewer can also be sensitive to the emotional
content of responses, and can pursue feelings and
perceptions which may lie beyond the scope of the
Initial response.
The personal Interview generally eliminates the
need for a "not applicable" response and usually
guarantees more concentration and time on the part of
the Intervleweee. It also allows more flexibility In
adjusting for differences In levels of sophistication
of the respondents.
Wllkerson (1977) noted two technical advantages
of the Interview approach. She says,
The face-to-face approach guarantees a
high participation rate as the only non-
respondents are those who Initially refuse to
participate. In addition, the researcher Is
assured that the respondent Is Indeed a
member of the sampling rather than an agent
acting for the sample member. (p. 65).
There are a number of potential problems related
to the use of Interviewing, particularly when the Inter-
views are conducted by one person. A primary concern Is
the possible effect that bias or a perceived bias of the
Interviewer might Influence or limit responses. In this
study, the Introductory letter described the Interviewer
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as a graduate student, and the fact that she was a former
special education administrator was not mentioned in the
letter or in the interview unless a specific question
was asked. The fact that the introductory letter was
signed by the special education director within the
school system may have influenced some parents, however,
since anonymity was assured, it seems unlikely that this
made a significant difference.
In this study, the interviewer was familiar with
the programs that most of the children had or were
attending. While this facilitated understanding, it may
also have affected interpretation of the data. Wilkerson
(1977) notes that "analysis of free response data has the
potential to be heavily influenced or confused by the
conscious or unconscious inferences made by the
researcher (p. 67).
These factors were considered carefully in the
planning and development of the interview format
.
The author began by interviewing parents of
eighteen to twenty year old handicapped children. These
parents were either known to the author or were referred
by acquai ntai nces in the field of special education. The
purpose of these initial interviews was to develop a
format which would provide an educational case history
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from a parent's perspective, and a means to tap the
perceptions of parents in regard to the specific
aspects of the law not In general terms, but as they
related directly to their son or daughter.
As each Interview was conducted, the format was
refined by dropping or consolidating questions, adding
new ones, and altering sequence. In each case, Inter-
viewees were asked to provide input on the process
itself by suggesting changes or offering criticism on
wording, content and method.
Ten Interviews were conducted In this manner and
yielded Information which was important In framing
the direction of the study.
Initially, the study was to be limited to parents
of children with a primary disability of retardation,
thus eliminating differences due to kind and severity of
handicap. The first interviews conducted were with
parents of children with Down's Syndrome. Results
confirmed the author's expectations. Parents of these
children perceived little or no impact as a result of
Chapter 766 because most public schools had special
classes available for moderate to severely retarded
children well before the law was implemented. It was
determined therefore, to broaden the scope of the study
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group to include children requiring a variety of
special education services.
In order to tap the full spectrum, the author
decided to explore the possibility of conducting the
study in one community. The superintendent of a
central Massachusetts community was approached and
permission was granted to conduct the study there.
Subsequently the special education administrator was
asked to review the 1981 special education register
and identify all children born prior to 1964. This
initial survey revealed that there were fourteen chil-
dren being served under a range of prototypes who met
the additional criterion of having lived in the community
throughout their school years.
At this point, a decision had to be made whether
to broaden the population to several other school systems
and develop a system of sampling, or to attempt to reach
every parent within one system.
Another approach might have been to expand the age-
range of the target population, including for example,
all children born before 1965. This idea was rejected
as it would have altered the perspective of the study
by including children who had spent a greater proportion
of their school years under Chapter 766.
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In addition to facilitating research efforts
there were obvious advantages to working within one
school system. Inconsistencies of programs, proce-
dures and services would not affect results or lead to
comparisons between schools. By attempting to reach
every parent, the need to sample an already small and
diverse population would be eliminated. Since Chapter
766 is intended to reach children with a wide range of
educational, social, psychological, and physical needs,
there were distinct advantages to reaching the parents of
every child receiving special education services, and a
decision to proceed in this manner was made.
Although the preliminary interviews were important
in clarifying the focus of the study and determining the
target population, the primary purpose was the develop-
ment of an interview format which would encourage parents
to share their perceptions on the impact of Chapter 766.
Parents provided valuable assistance in shaping the
format. Initially, there were two distinct parts of
the interview. The first consisted of a series of
questions related to the different aspects of the law.
The second, consisted of a chart to be completed by the
interviewer providing a year by year chronology of programs,
placements, and services. During the course of the
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preliminary Interviews It was found that the two could
be Integrated, and that It was helpful to obtain the
educational history early In the Interview. Once this
was done, a "frame of reference" was established which
allowed the remainder of the questions to flow more
smoothly with less time spent In trying to recall dates
and sequences.
Another advantage of developing the Interview
format by actually Interviewing parents was that the
Interviewer gained considerable skill and confidence In
the process Itself. All Interviews were taped which
permitted study of the manner In which they were
conducted. Helpful and non-helpful comments by the
Interviewer were Identified and analyzed and accepted
or rejected for further use. Several of the tapes were
shared with other educators for commentary and criticism,
further refining the process.
Sample Selection
It has already been shown how the preliminary
Interviews shaped some decisions concerning sample selec
tion. Several points need further elaboration.
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Age of children
. All children targeted for this study
were born In 1961, 1962 and 1963 and were, at the time
of the study, eighteen to twenty years of age. Normally,
these children would have entered school during 1967,
1968, 1969. Because of their special need, some of
the children started "school" (usually a DMH clinical
nursery program) much earlier, at about age three.
Others, because of developmental delay or special prob-
lems were late in starting school. Still others had
repeated one or more grades. In any event, all had been
"school age" for several years prior to 1974 when Chapter
766 went into effect. This was an important factor for
the study, as the researcher wanted to tap perceptions of
parents who had dealt with schools and school personnel
prior to Chapter 766. With the exception of flutchinson
(1978) no other researcher has considered this Important
factor. A parent who had had no experience dealing with
schools around the needs of a child with special needs
prior to Chapter 766 would not have had the perspective
on the impact of the law, which was being sought by this
study. Although Resnick (1980) studied parents' level of
satisfaction with elements of the law, no attempt was
made to compare this satisfaction pre- and post-766.
Limiting the age range of the sample caused certain
71
problems. Special education services are available
under Chapter 766 to all children with special needs
from the age of three until their twenty-second birth-
day or until they have obtained a high school diploma.
Since the study population consisted of eighteen to
twenty year olds. It Is not too surprising to find that
the majority were served In the more restrictive proto-
types. Children with lesser problems having graduated
or dropped out of school.
Residence . Parents of all the children Included In the
study had lived within the same community throughout
their child's school years. Some of the children had
attended parochial schools and a few had briefly attended
public schools elsewhere, but all parents had maintained
continuous residence. Actually very few had to be
eliminated from the study on this basis as the community
has a relatively stable population.
Continuous residency was a criteria for the study
population for several reasons. First, It was felt that
changes In opportunity, programming, and services could
be easily (and perhaps correctly) ascribed to differences
In school systems. Second, experiences with two or more
school systems would have Invited comparisons. Comparison
Is based on value judgements and the researcher was
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careful to avoid calling for value judgements on the
quality of the system and to focus directly on the
child's experiences. Finally, while every child and
every parent had a unique set of experiences, there
would be some level of consistency maintained by
eliminating the variable of experience of living within
two or more school systems.
Prototype
. It has already been noted that the ages of
the target population had some effect on the range of
prototypes Included.
Prototypes, It should be recalled, are used In
Massachusetts rather than categories related to disabili-
ties. The 502.1 prototype Is the least restrictive,
and children In this prototype have a totally "regular"
program, but have an educational plan which may call for
some slight modifications and consultation with teachers.
A 502.2 prototype means the children may spend up to 25%
of their time receiving special education services out-
side the regular classroom. In a 502.3 prototype, 25 %
to 60% of the time Is spent In special education. More
than 60% of the time spent In special education Indicates
a 502.4 prototype. When a child Is placed In a day
program located at a facility other than a public school
regular education facility, a 502.5 prototype Is assigned.
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The 502.8 prototype Is assigned to programs for three
and four year olds.
In order to see how the study population differed
from the total special needs population within the
school. Information from the annual census was studied.
Some of the reasons for the differences In distribution
by prototype between the study group and the total
special education enrollment have already been noted.
Probably the most apparent difference Is In regard to
the 502.2 prototype. There are several possible
explanations for this. First, this prototype covers
those children who have a need for minimal special
education services. The study group Is made up of
older children who were well Into school before 766
was Implemented. Studies have shown that the earliest
efforts were directed at lower grade levels, and that
children In this age bracket tended to receive services
only If they had a rather severe problem. Another
explanation Is that older students, particularly those
with less severe problems, are less receptive to
receiving help from special education sources. Still
another explanation Is that secondary schools are still
behind elementary schools In terms of special education
staffing and services.
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TABLE I
DISTRIBUTION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS
BY PROTOTYPE
PROTOTYPE 502.1 502.2 502.3 502.4 “502.5 502.8
Study Group 1 2 5 4 1 0
7 . 7 % 15.4% 38.5% 30.8% 7.7%
Total Sp. 3 265 58 33 6 13
Education
Enrol Iment 70% 15% 9% 2% 3%
75
There are no students 1n the study group under
502.8 since this prototype applies to preschool programs.
Pilot
The interview format was piloted in another com-
munity in central Massachusetts. Subjects were selected
by the special education director to ensure a range of
prototypes. Criteria of age and continuous residence
were met. No changes in the interview format were made
as a result of the pilot.
The Interviews
Initial contact was made by mail. A letter signed
by the director of special education described the study
briefly and encouraged participation in a "study of the
impact of Chapter 766" because "your experiences, opinions,
and thoughts would make a valuable contribution to this
research." Response cards were included in the letter with
instructions to mail only if the parent did not wish
to be contacted. Although the size of the study group
was such that the investigator could easily have called
all parents directly, confidentiality laws prohibit
the special education director from providing names and
phone numbers without giving parents an opportunity to
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indicate opposition. After ten days, the investigator
began to call parents to arrange for interviews.
Parents of fourteen children were targeted for
the study. Of these only the parents of one child returned
the card indicating that they did not wish to be contacted.
Parents of one other child were not contacted directly on
recommendation of the special education administrator. In
this case, the "child" who was twenty years old and who
was making independent personal decisions as an adult, was
contacted directly and subsequently interviewed. All
other parents were contacted by phone by the investigator
who described the study, answered questions, and requested
an interview. In every instance, parents willingly agreed
to cooperate and appointments were made. Time and location
were arranged at the parents' convenience.
One interview, the one arranged directly with the
"child" mentioned previously, was held in an office of the
DMH workshop attended by the interviewee. Two were held at
the investigator's home, while the remaining interviews
were conducted in the parents' homes. In several instances
the child was at home, and four of the children took an
active part in the interview. Four interviews were con-
ducted with both parents, six with the mother only, one with
the father only, and one with a foster mother.
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TABLE 2
PARTICIPATION IN INTERVIEW
Student
Number
Mother
&
Father
Mother Father Foster
Mother
Student
1. Theresa X
2. Carol X
3. Anne X
4. Diane X
5. Robert X
6. Steven X
• '
•
7. Karen X
8. Chris X
9. Joe X
10. Lance X
11. Greq X
12. Lester X
13. Mark X
Totals 5 5 1 1 1
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TABLE 3
STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN INTERVIEW
Student
Number
f’resent
but
Inactive
Active
Not
Present
1. Theresa X
2. Carol X
3. Anne X
4. Diane X
5. Robert X
6 . Steven X
7. Karen X
8. Chris X
9. Joe X
10. Lance X
11 . Greq X
\ 2 . Lester X
13. Mark X
Totals 2 4 7
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TABLE 4
LOCATION OF INTERVIEW
Student
Number
Parents
'
Home
Interviewer'
s
Home
Workshop
1
. Theresa X
2. Carol X
3. Anne X
4. Diane X
5. Robert X
6. Steven X
7. Karen X
8. Chrl s X
9. Joe X
10. Lance X
n. Greg X
12. Lester X
13. Mark X
Totals 10 2 1
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Data Colle c t i o
n
All interviews were taped and the
interview form itself was used as a guide. Details
.
of the school history were recorded, but answers to
the questions were not and were taken later from the
tapes
.
Tally sheets were set up for each interview
question. Each tape was then played, and responses
were recorded on the tally sheets. Frequently
responses to a question came out spontaneously in res-
ponse to another question. These were recorded on the
appropriate tally sheet regardless of where they occurred
in the interview. As often as possible, presentation
of the findings included direct quotations.
Findings are presented in the next chapter.
I
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CHAPTER IV
THE FINDINGS
Much data was generated by the Interviews and
while the format was followed precisely, there were
many Instances where Information relevant to a question
came out In response to several questions. For this
reason. It was necessary to look at each Interview In Its
entirety to make sure that all Information was considered,
regardless of how and when It occurred. In order to do
this, recording sheets were set up and all data pertinent
to the question was recorded. When this procedure was
completed a short account of each child was written.
Finally, the recording sheets for each question
were reviewed to determine how best to present the find-
ings. In many cases, responses fell clearly Into cate-
gories which could be presented In table form. In others,
responses were so varied that It was necessary to present
the findings In narrative form. Responses to each question
are presented for each child.
The Children
The summaries which follow are Intended to provide
an Introduction to the children who were the subjects of
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this study. The summaries are not comprehensive, but
serve to illustrate the wide range of special needs which
are addressed under Chapter 766 and to add perspective
in understanding the data which follow.
Student #1 : Theresa
Next to the youngest in a troubled family of eleven
children, Theresa's progress through elementary school
was steady and the only "extra help" she received was
remedial reading. Beginning in early adolescence a
series of events touched her which brought an end to her
progress and nearly her life. Her parents separated due
to her father's problem with alcohol. Theresa remained
close to her father and was, in fact, delivering some
homemade soup when she was met at the door by police who
informed her, "Your father won't need that--he's dead."
Over the next year or so Theresa fell behind in school.
Then, afraid of failing she often refused to go to school
at all. Family problems escalated, several brothers were
involved in drugs and arrested, an unmarried sister had a
child, her mother was hospitalized. Shortly after
Theresa was raped at fifteen, she tried to commit suicide.
Reluctant to return to school after her psychiatric
hospitalization, Theresa's trust in her high school
guidance counselor was a factor in eventually returning
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academic support and counseling.
Although Theresa refuses outside psychiatric treat-
ment and is lax about her medication, she is now attending
school regularly and calls her counselor "my best friend".
Theresa's mother says, "Without Chapter 766 she would
have had to drop out of school, she could never have
kept up."
Student #2: Carol
Because Carol's parents did not respond to the
letter of invitation, they were potentially willing to
participate in the study. The school system' s special
education director, however, felt that these parents would
be unable to comprehend, and suggested instead that the
social worker be asked to arrange an interview directly
with Carol. Since Carol was twenty-one, and since she
had been making her own decisions for some time, this
seemed appropriate.
One of the first independent decisions Carol had
made was at age fourteen, when she decided to drop out of
school. She had already completed several years more
than either of her parents, and she hated school. This
was a year before the implementation of Chapter 766, which
would have required a concerted effort to keep Carol in
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school, but it seems unlikely that the school would
have succeeded. Carol's parents were unwilling or unable
to work with the school, and Carol wanted out.
Carol had started parochial school at five, but
had evidentially made so little progress that a few grades
later she was transferred to the public schools so that
she could be placed in a "Special Class". She would have
liked to have stayed in the parochial school, she said,
but couldn't "because I was so dumb". By the time she was
in junior high Carol was often brought to school by a
policeman, a situation she found "very embarrassing".
According to Carol, her teacher said she never washed
her hair or took a bath "but she was lying". "I was the
cleanest kid in class."
Carol couldn't really describe what she had been
doing for the past seven years except that she looked
for jobs and watched T.V. and was bored. Recently,
Carol's social worker referred her to the public school
for an evaluation under Chapter 766. As a result of this
evaluation, Carol is now attending a Department of Mental
Health sheltered workshop which will be supplemented with
an academic component. Eligibility under Chapter 766 will
end when Carol turns twenty-two, but she can remain at
the workshop until capable of working on her own.
"I got no complaints," she says, "I can work, and
learn, and maybe earn a little money.
j
i
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Student #3: Anne
Anne's parents never thought she would go to
school at all, they had been told that she was not likely
to progress beyond the level of a nine month old baby.
But friends in the local Association for Retarded Citizens
provided support and advice, and at four, Anne entered
the Department of Mental Health Clinical Nursery School
in a neighboring town. Several years later, Anne entered
the "Trainable Class", a public school program located
in a church. Because of her multiple needs, Anne
received a great deal of medical attention. Children's
Hospital, Mass General in Boston, and an Orthopedic Clinic
all followed her and in 1974, a full core evaluation was
completed at Children's. Representatives of the public
school attended the meeting and a number of specific
recommendations were made for services including intensive
speech therapy, physical therapy, respite care, dental
work. According to Anne's parents, the school didn't have
the money to provide the services so "What could they do?"
What they did was to hold another meeting and recommend
residential placement. This was unacceptable to Anne's
parents, but because they were to be transferred for a
few years, no change was made. When they returned, Anne
entered and still attends a collaborative program which
the parents feel is satisfactory.
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Despite their disappointment that the recom-
mendations have never been Implemented. Anne's parents
say that they've been "pretty happy" and that Chapter
766 has helped people become more aware of children
like Anne. They seem torn; on the one hand, the schools
have done more than they expected, on the other hand. It
hasn't been enough.
"We don't know what lies ahead." they say. "She
will be twenty-two soon, and we'd still like to see those
recommendations followed."
Student #4; Dian e
Diane Is a tall, attractive and outgoing young
woman who will enter college In the fall. She has had an
excellent record In school, participating In many acti-
vities. When Diane was two she had a serious Illness
which, according to her mother, resulted In a change In
Diane's personality evidenced by an Inability to con-
centrate. to screen out external distractions, and some
difficulty In perception. Although teachers In the early
grades reported Diane was making fine progress, Diane's
mother had her tested In Boston. The evaluation confirmed
her feelings, but suggested no major alterations In
Diane's school program, saying that the problem was
minimal. When Diane was in junior high, her mother
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requested a core evaluation primarily, she says, to
make Diane's teachers aware of these findings and to
get some tutoring help In math. Diane didn't parti-
cularly like being singled out for help, although It
did help her through geometry.
Because her problem was slight, and because her
motivation and social adjustment were excellent, the
help Diane received under Chapter 766 has not had a major
Impact. She says, "So I can't put puzzles together or
do math--I'll get through life without It."
Student #5: Robert
Rejected and abused by his natural parents,
Robert spent his first years in a series of foster homes.
When he was placed in his present home three years ago,
he was described to his foster mother as very limited,
totally Irresponsible, emotionally Immature and needing
constant supervision. After a core evaluation, his first
according to his foster mother, a program was designed
for him at the high school where he has made exceptional
progress. Although still emotionally immature, he can
now take some responsibility, and he loves school.
Robert's foster mother Is well-versed in Chapter
766. All her foster children, and she has had many, have
had special needs. "When Chapter 766 went into effect,"
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she says, "I went down and referred all eight of my
kids. She has found the high school exceptionally
responsive, but she'd like to see counseling more
available, particularly in regard to choosing appropriate
career goals and getting specific training.
For Robert, she feels Chapter 766 has meant
that he has stayed out of an institution.
Student #6: Steven
Steven walks slowly now, with a list to one
side. His eyes don't quite work together, and his speech,
while intelligible, bears the signs of one who works
hard to produce each word clearly. He appears retarded,
he is not, and but for a fall in his backyard on the
day following his graduation from 8th grade, he probably
would know little about Chapter 766. Instead, Steven
affirms, "To me. Chapter 766 has meant . . . everything."
Steven spent nearly a year in hospitals following
his accident; three months in a coma and later extensive
therapy. At the time of discharge, according to his
father, he had double vision, poor fine motor coordination,
and limited mobility. His speech was slurred and he
drooled. Reading comprehension was high--llth grade level,
but he had lost his math skills and could perform at
only a fourth or fifth grade level. A core evaluation
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meeting was held at the hospital In Boston and was
attended by parents, several representatives of the school
system, and doctors and therapists from the hospital.
The recommendation was that Steven return to school as
soon as possible for gradually increasing periods of
time. "At the time I thought this was cruel," his mother
said, "but I know now it was the right thing to do."
The first months were terrible. Steven's
emotional balance was off, he misbehaved, and was terribly
depressed by his friends' inability to accept the major
changes in him. "Later," he said, "when I accepted
myself--they accepted me too." Steven received a great
deal of help at school. He was provided with special
materials, individualized teaching and encouragement.
He graduated this year, and is hoping the
Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission will hurry to
help him get appropriate training so that he can get a
job. He still has a long way to go, but he says, "I've
got a feeling I won't ever stop progressing."
Student #7: Karen
When Karen was in first grade her mother had to
push her out the door each morning. She often became
so upset before school she vomited. She had to repeat
first grade, and Karen's parents still bear the scars
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of a teacher's remark, "Probably she's retarded." Turned
off by school, Karen's parents sought medical advice; a
physician recommended tranquilizers although she was never
overactive or difficult. An eye doctor recommended a
private school, and for several years the parents drove
Karen for after-school sessions and summer school.
In junior high things fell apart for Karen.
Bizarre behavior at school and finally at home led to
first a recommendation for counseling and then to psychia-
tric hospitalization. Withdrawn, detached from reality,
her parents felt they were losing her, but Karen came
back. She was first placed in a residential school for
disturbed adolescent girls, later, while still at the
facility, she was able to go to public school. This year
she has returned to her own school under a program which
provides good support and avoids academic pressure. She
has a part-time job now and intends to graduate. Her
parents feel the schools have come a long way, but they
wish the help had been available in the primary grades,
and wonder about the difference it might have made.
Student #8: Christine
"Take her home and love her", was the advice given
to Christine's parents when they were told that she had
Down's Syndrome, and that is what they did. They also
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became active in the local chapter of the Association for
Retarded Citizens which has provided help and support
over the years. Christine's first school experience
was at a clinical nursery program jointly sponsored by
the Association and the Department of Mental Health.
Later, and for seven years, she attended a public school
Trainable Class which was located In a church basement.
4
This was a very satisfactory school program, according
to Christine's parents, except for a continuous and losing
battle to have a speech therapist work with Christine.
At one point, they were told that other children, less
handicapped than Christine, would benefit more, and there
simply wasn't enough money to provide for her. Even so,
Christine's parents say that Chapter 766 has meant that
Christine, and others like her, now have the right to
services which they formerly had to fight for. It also
means that Christine Is still in school, when formerly she
would have had to leave at sixteen. Christine's mother
notes that It Is now difficult to get younger mothers
involved in the Association because they expect services
will always be there. "We had to work together, to get
help for our children."
Christine will always need supervision and care,
and lack of continuity and options is a major concern.
Like many other parents, Christine's parents don't feel this
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responsibility belongs to other children in the family, but
private programs are financially out of reach, and public
programs are directed more to previously i nsti tuional i zed
children. It is ironic and sad that parents who have
kept their children at home are beginning to see that
this may have limited options for the future.
Student #9: Joe
From the day Joe started school, he loved it.
He loved his friends and teachers and they loved him.
He loved sports and excelled to the extent that college
coaches are already courting him. Why not? An excep-
tional athlete, an outstanding personality, a class
officer, he would be an asset anywhere--except Joe
can't read.
"I try to tell him not to get his hopes up," his
mother says. "He's just not a student and maybe it's our
fault." She describes Joe's early school years as chaotic.
"We were after him all the time, but he just couldn't pay
attention." By the time he was in high school a caring
teacher referred him for an evaluation. Later, his
educational plan called for special tutoring support but
it was probably just too late. Caught up in social
activities, work, and school functions, Joe just didn't
have time, and perhaps didn't see the need to face his
severe learning disability. He has already achieved far
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more than the average high school junior, but one wonders
what might have been had he had the right kind of help
and understanding years ago.
Student #10: Lance
When Lance's mother heard that her son was
retarded she was heartbroken, but despite the fact that
she could neither read nor write herself, she valued
education and took advantage of every program and service
available to him. First there were visits to a clinic
for evaluation. Later he went regularly to a Department
of Mental Health Clinical Nursery School. When he was
ready for public school, she was advised that he'd get
more attention and help in a special class and she readily
agreed to his placement.
"He's done very well, better than I ever did," she
says with pride, and her greatest concern about the future
is that he will soon want to go off on his own. Next
year Lance will attend a workshop program in the high
school which will help him gain skills for employment.
Student #11; Greg
"In some ways Greg would have been better off if
he was more retarded," Greg's mother said, referring to
the fact that Greg was well aware of the differences
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between himself and his brothers and sisters. Although
teachers, coaches, and administrators were very helpful
in reaching out to Greg, involving him in activities
and sports, their efforts only seemed to make Greg more
aware of his handicap and social isolation.
"Chapter 766 doesn't really address the social
and emotional needs of kids," Greg's mother says, "and
in Greg's case this was critical." Greg had a break-
down, finally, which neither the family nor the school
could handle. Turning for medical help was frustrating
and disappointing as they didn't seem to know how--or
didn't want to help a retarded child with bizarre and
unacceptable behavior.
At one point, Greg's family thought it would be
better if Greg could go to a residential school for
children with similar ability and social needs. They
found a suitable school, but the high tuition placed it
out of reach for them, and the public school felt they
could meet Greg's educational needs in a less restrictive
way. Greg has a high school diploma now which his mother
describes as a "gift". He's in a sheltered workshop and
also attends a special activity and counseling program
several afternoons a week.
A friendly, trusting, eager child, Greg's need
for friends outside his family is great, and seems to be
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his only defense against the depression which triggered
his breakdown. For Greg, according to his mother,
"Chapter 766 has meant he has been exposed to normal
kids, who've never really accepted him."
Student #12: Lester
Lester hated school from the beginning. He
repeated first grade, but even then his progress was poor.
He couldn't pay attention or sit still, and his pediatri-
cian recommended ritalin. "Teachers," notes his father,
"recognized all of the problems but didn't have any
solutions." In fourth or fifth grade, Lester received
some remedial help, but everyone who worked with him said
the same thing, that he just wasn't interested. In high
school, he started skipping school and failing more than
ever. A series of family problems may have contributed,
he was bounced back and forth from one parent to the other.
In one year he attended three different schools. A core
evaluation in 1981 resulted in his placement in a collabo-
rative alternative high school program for troubled
adolescents. Although he initially refused to go, he is
now attending regularly and his father hopes he will pass
a high school equivalency test next year. When asked
about his concerns for Lester's future his father said,
"He has a long way to go and he doesn't seem to care.
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Hg fcGls that thG school has trlGd hard and wonders
whether It might better have spent the effort on a
child who was more receptive.
Student #13: Mark
Mark was born with a physical disability, which
may or may not have contributed to his learning problems.
He repeated grade 3, but it was not until he was in high
school that he began to receive any help under Chapter
766. At that time, the evaluation revealed an hereditary
condition which may lead to gradual hearing loss. Mark
receives help from a resource room several times a week
and is also being introduced to lip reading. His father
hopes that Mark will continue with his education, as
manual labor, or work requiring dexterity will not be
poss i bl e
.
Mark says the resource room has helped him a lot
but suggests that more effort be made to disguise it so
that it is not known as the "dumb room". When asked how
he handled this, he admitted cheerfully that he lied a
little. "I just say it's a study hall."
The School Histories
School histories were recons tructued to provide
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information on progress through school including
present placement, retentions, preschool, private
placement and supplementary support services. The infor-
mation obtained is summarized, by student, in Table 5.
Data from school history show that there are
three groups of children: (1) children with severe
handicaps, recognized at an early age (Carol, Anne,
Robert, Christine, Lance and Greg), (2) children who
suffered a severe physical or emotional trauma in early
adolescence (Theresa, Steven), and (3) children with
learning problems which were generally not addressed
until after the implementation of Chapter 766 (Diane,
Karen, Joe, Lester, Mark).
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TABLE 5
DATA FROM SCHOOL HISTORIES
Student
#
DMH
Clinical
Nursery
"
Speci
a1
Class"
(pre-766
)
Pr
i
va
te
Tutoring/ Therapy
'
(pre-766)
Remedial
Reading(ore-
766
)
Grade
Retention
Prototype
(1980-81
)
Placement
for
1980-8
School
Year
1. Theresa X 502.2 Grade 12
2. Carol X 502.5 Works hon
3. Anne X X X 502.4 Col 1 ah
.
4. Diane 502,1 Coll egp
5. Robert X X 502.3 Grade 12
6. Steven X X 502.3 Grad .
7. Karen X X X 502.3 Grade 12
8. Chris X X X 502.4 Collah.
9. Joe
. X__. X X 502 .5 Grade 12
10. Lance X X 502.4 Collah.
11 . Greq X X X , JC . 502.^ Grad.
12. Lester X 502./ Collah..
13. Mark
_ . X_ . _ X_ -5.Q2..: Grade 12
Totals 5 6 7 2_ 6_
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The six children in the group with early identi-
fied severe handicaps were Carol, Anne, Robert, Christine,
Lance and Greg. Of these, all but Carol attended a OMH
Clinical Nursery Program, and all were placed in a "Special
Class" at, or within a year or so of starting school.
Options in special education at that time were limited
to trainable and educable classes. The Trainable Class
met in a church but the Educable Classes were housed in
elementary schools. Both classes were self-contained, and
contact with peers was limited or non-existent. Those
children in the Educable Class were Carol, Lance and Greg.
Of these, only Greg repeated a grade, and that was because
his mother insisted on giving him a chance in the first
grade. After two years, he was placed in the "Special
Class" where he remained until 1974 when, under Chapter 766,
special classes were changed to resource rooms where he was
ma i ns treamed
.
The second group included two children, Theresa
and Steven. Although Theresa had received a little help
from remedial reading, neither child had significant need
until after trauma in early adolescence. Theresa had a
breakdown while Steven suffered brain injury in an
accident. In both cases, the school responded well,
developing individualized educational plans which met
their special needs.
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The final group includes those five children
whose learning problems were not addressed until after
the implementation of Chapter 766. This group, Diane,
Karen, Joe, Lester and Mark, is perhaps the most
interesting in terms of the impact of Chapter 766.
Although the parents of each of these children reported
a suspicion of need before age two or during primary
grades, only Joe and Karen received any kind of help
from the school, and all but Diane repeated a grade. It
would seem that the increase in available services
would impact most on children with needs similar to this
mildly to moderately handicapped group. The current
availability of diagnostic services and resource room
tutorial support would undoubtedly have been helpful
to Diane, Karen, Joe, Lester and Mark.
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TABLE 6
CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDY POPULATION
Student # Severe
Handicap
Recognized
.
Early
Severe
Trauma
In
Adol escence
Learning
Problems
Addressed
After 766
1, Theresa X
2. Carol X
3, Anne X
4. Diane X
5. Robert X
6. Steven X
7. Karen X
8. Chris X
9. Joe X
10. Lance X
11. Greg X
12. Lester X
13. Mark X
Totals 6 2 5 ___
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The Interview Questions
Question #4 : HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE 'S SPECIAL
NEED?
Under Chapter 766, categorical designation of
handicapping condition is avoided. Terms such as retarded,
emotionally disturbed, hearing impaired, or blind have
been replaced by "special needs child" or "child In need
of special education." The purpose of this question was
two-fold. First, the Interviewer wished to have some
understanding of the child's disability, and second, the
Interviewer wanted to see If parents themselves persisted
In the use of diagnostic labels. Responses fell Into
three categories, and at times, overlapped. The categories
were: Diagnostic Labels, Affect Description, and Educational
Need
.
Diagnostic labels . The parents of Anne, Steven, Christine,
Greg, and Mark used diagnostic labels to describe their
child's special need, but usually elaborated extensively
on the labels, often Including descriptions of affect
and educational need.
Anne's mother said,
It's more than a specific need, she's a multiply
handicapped child. The overall need Is her lack of
communication skills. I've been given many diagnoses
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At one time they said she wouldn't achieve more
than a nine month level and that we should
institutionalize her. But we didn't follow that
advice. The most recent diagnosis is that she
has a real organic problem with a lot of fluid
in her brain so we're contemplating surgery.
It seems that when she tries to do something,
when she concentrates, she has a seizure. The
tests show seizure activity from every area of
the brain. A shunt might help. But the issue
is, we don't know how long this has been going
on.
Although Steven's parents said Steven's special
need resulted from "severe brain trauma" they went on
to describe the specific physical, emotional and
mental handicaps which resulted from the accident,
citing achievement levels and percent of mobility,
quoting doctors and specialists readily.
"Down's Syndrome" was the immediate response of
Christine's mother, but she went on to say.
She's a person who probably, if she didn't
have Down's Syndrome, would be very well adjusted
She has a sense of humor and loves to listen to
records. She likes to bowl, except she has to
be ta ken because she doesn't initiate things.
She's not one to get that involved without direc-
tion. She always manages to latch on to someone
to take care of her, a friend. She likes young,
pretty women, likes their clothes and makeup.
Her speech problem has hindered her socialization
For years she could only say a few words. In
many ways she's been easier to bring up than
my son. Everything she does is great, we take
such pleasure in her little accomplishments.
Although Greg's mother described him as being
"borderline retarded", she seemed much more concerned
about his social and emotional needs.
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Me needs people, and he needs help 1n deal-ing with his problems. He needs help in becoming
self-sufficient. He is friendly, trusting, eager
to please, but he needs structure, discipline,
and training.
Mark's father found it difficult to answer this
Question. A birth defect" was all he could say, although
he did say Mark had trouble concentrating and paying
attention. Later, referring to a minor and hardly
noticeable hand deformity, he said, "He's crippled, you
Affect descriptions
. All parents, except Carol's who were
not interviewed, relied heavily on affect description
of their child's special need. Direct quotes from the
parents illustrate the variety of responses:
Theresa
She's quite smart but she needs a lot of
special attention. She tries hard, she's more
nervous but she doesn't have thinking problems.
She won't accept the help, she gets discouraged
and threatens suicide. Ever since her father
died--after that everything went downhill. Then
when I was in the hospital she was raped. She
wouldn't tell me but she finally told her coun-
selor. She's one of Theresa's best friends. If
it wasn't for her I think Theresa would have
really ended it all. Always nervous, gets
rashes, has allergies, underweight, sleeps a lot.
Won't even go to out-patient for help.
Diane
Diane's problem is very minor, she is dis-
tractible, has short attention span and can't
concentra te
.
i
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Robert
Robert has emotional needs and poor social
adjustment. He's slow and Immature and needs a
good deal of supervision.
Karen
She's very slow at learning, her reading
comprehension is poor and she has nervous
problems
.
Joe
He's in too much of a hurry. He needs to
take more time. His attention span is pathetic.
Lance
He's a lonely type. He's slow, handicapped.
Lester
Lester's not stupid but he can't sit still.
He gets bored easily.
Educational need . Chapter 766 regulations require that
children be described in terms of special education
services which are necessary for the children to make
adequate progress in school. As previously shown,
parents of Theresa, Robert and Greg included statements
of educational need in their descriptions. Carol, who
spoke for herself, said simply, "I needed more help."
The parents' descriptions of their child's special
need differed significantly from the educators' usual
descriptions. Although regulations forbid labeling, there
are key words and phrases which are used frequently if
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only in professional circles to describe children. A
list of terms which would typically have been used by
trained professionals to describe the study group
f ol 1 ows
:
Theresa • emotionally disturbed, culturally
deprived
Carol - moderately retarded, educationally
handicapped, culturally deprived
Anne - profoundly or severely retarded,
sei zure-prone
Diane ' mildly learning disabled but
bright
Robert - retarded and socially immature
Steven - physically handicapped, learning
disabled
Karen - severe learning disability,
emotionally disturbed
Chris - tra i nabl
e
Joe - severe learning disability,
extremely well-adjusted
Lance - retarded, culturally deprived
Greg - mildly retarded, emotionally
di s turbed
Lester - mild learning disability, unmoti-
vated and socially maladjusted
Mark - learning disabled, physically
handicapped, hearing impaired
It is notable to see how seldom parents used labels
when describing their children. It suggests that schools
are avoiding the use of labels in their meeting with
parents, and that diagnostic evaluation results are
being presented without reliance on blanket terms.
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TABLE 7
PARENTS' DESCRIPTION OF "SPECIAL NEED"
Student # Diagnostic
Label
Affect
Description
Educational
Need
1 . Theresa X X
2. Carol X
3. Anne X X
4 . Diane
5. Robert X X
6. Steven X X
7. Karen X
8 . Chris X X
9 . Joe X
10. Lance X
1 1 . Greq X X X
12. Lester X
13. Mark X X
Totals 5 13 4
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Question »5 ; WHEN DID YOU FIRST SUSPECT THAT
MIGHT HAVE A PROBLEM?
Table 8 summarizes the findings to this question.
By far the largest group of parents reported that they
knew very early that their child had a problem. In fact,
every parent except the parents of Theresa and Steven
who suffered trauma In early adolescence. Indicated that
they suspected a need by the time their child had com-
pleted the primary grades. This fact Is significant In
that Chapter 766 now requires schools to provide parents
with Information on services available and how to request
them. It Is Impossible now to predict how many of these
parents might have requested help had It been available
during those years, but It Is safe to presume that most
would have welcomed It.
For example, Karen's parents sent her off to first
grade believing that she was a normal, happy child. Their
first conference was a disaster, and the teacher's remark
that “probably she's retarded," has left a lasting scar.
They understand now that the teacher was as Ignorant of
Karen's perceptual problems as they were, but the remark
made It Impossible for them to work cooperatively with
the teacher. They rejected the public schools and looked
elsewhere for help finally finding It through a private
reading clinic which was just then beginning to work with
learning disabled children.
no
Joe's parents still lack a comfortable under-
standing of his difficulties with learning. They
describe his early years in school as "chaotic".
He was so bright, so lovable. He made
friends everywhere he went and was always the
teacher's pet--but he just didn't learn. We
punished him, but nothing worked. We can't
believe he's survived so well and is such a
good kid. He's a class officer, he's a star
athlete.
When a teacher in junior high suggested he might
have a learning disability their first reaction was
horror. "You mean he's retarded and no one ever told
us?" they asked. They understand now that he's not
retarded, but they don't appear to have a thorough under-
standing of his disability and still claim, "He can do
it when he really tries."
Lester always hated school, and most of his early
problems were related to this factor. The school tried,
the parents tried, but aside from the fact that he hated
school and did poorly no one has every really diagnosed
Lester's problem. His parents, like Karen's and Joe's
parents took him to the family physician. All three
children were called "hyperactive", all placed on
tranquilizers. All parents shortly withdrew the prescribed
medication for lack of results and fear of compounding the
problem with a drug they didn't understand.
The parents who recognized or suspected a special
Ill
need prior to age two included parents of Anne, Diane,
Chris, Lance, Greg and Mark. With the exception of
Mark who had a physical deformity and Diane, who's
minimal problem may have resulted from a childhood
illness, all of these parents were aware that something
was wrong before this feeling was confirmed.
Anne's mother reported that.
Everyone knew but me. I knew she wasn't
moving along just right. The pediatrician
helped a lot. He was supportive and he didn't .
alarm us. He said she had mild C.P. But then
when she was two she went to Mass General for
a complete evaluation. Five neurologists saw
her and sent the reports back to Dr.
.
I had just taken my son for a shot. And then
the doctor just came and blurted it out. It
would have been nice if he'd been more gentle.
When asked if she went somewhere else for a
second opinion, she said, "No, I didn't even think of it."
Christine's parents said they guess the family
doctor just couldn't tell them what was wrong. It wasn't
until Christine was almost two that they saw a program
on television describing Down's Syndrome, that they
really knew. "Everything clicked--all the symptoms--
right down the line. They were describing our child."
Lance's mother, despite her own lack of education,
"had a feeling". She said, "He was kinda slow at every-
thing. Walking, talking, qoin' to the bathroom. I asked
the doctor and he said, 'Well, maybe he's retired (sic)
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and that kinda hurt my feelings but I figured, well,
maybe he is but I'll do the best I can."
It took longer for Greg's parents to pinpoint the
problem. Their words describe the process:
He was a sickly baby. At three months he was
hospitalized for diarrhea. The doctor kept saying
he was O.K. after that but six months later he
went into a coma. He was in the coma for three
days and three nights. Later, in Boston, they
told us that this is what caused the retardation.
Our doctor was wonderful but kept saying he's
doing fine. Firnally I told him he's just not doing
what my other kids did. He's too good, he never
cries, it's unreal. But the doctor just said
give him time, he'll come along. So when he was
three or four, I took him to Boston and they
told me, "Yes, he's retarded'.
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TABLE 8
PARENTS' FIRST SUSPICION OF SPECIAL NEED
litudent # Before
Age 2
Primary
Grades
(K-3)
Junior-Hi gh
(Gr. 7-8)
Not
Known
1 . Theresa X
2. Carol X
3. Anne X
4. Diane X
5. Robert X
6. Steven X
7. Karen X
8. Chris X
9. Joe X
0. Lance X
1. Greq X
2. Lester X
3. Mark X
Totals 7 3 2 2
question #6 ; WHERE DID YOU GO TO GET HELP/ADVICE?
SUPPORT?
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Parents reported help, advice, or support from a
variety of sources, and with varying results. In general,
parents tended to interpret the question as meaning,
"Where did you get a positive or helpful response to
your need?" All sources mentioned, regardless of
qualifiers, are presented In Table 9.
As already shown parents often reported that their
earliest attempts to get help were directed to their
family physician or medical specialist* Although this
study did not attempt to Investigate these contacts
formally, parents reported instances where doctor's
understanding and recognition of problems was limited,
and ability to present difficult diagnoses In a sensitive
way, lacking. Others found their family physician a major
continuing source of support. Parents of three of the
children said that the physician's solution was to place
the child on Ritalin.
Chapter 766 does not specify that the schools should
attempt to educate doctors on the availability of special
services although many schools periodically sent out
information. At least one Massachusetts hospital has
conducted a seminar for pediatricians and special education
administrators to foster productive communication
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regarding special education. The results of this
study support this concept and effort.
Anne's and Christine's parents found the local
Association for Retarded Children very helpful. Through
the Association, they met other parents and developed a
network helpful in locating programs and services for
their handicapped children. The Department of Mental
Health was also mentioned as a source of help as they
provided the clinical nursery program attended by Anne,
Robert, Christine, and Lance. Public Health and Easter
Seals were also mentioned, as they were the source of
physical therapy for Mark and speech therapy for Greg.
It is interesting to look at the seven parents who
reported that the school was a source of help, advice and
support. With the exception of Greg and Robert, none
of these children had received help prior to 766. This
suggests that before 766, parents of handicapped children
looked outside the school for help. Later, the school
was seen as a source of aid.
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TABLE 9
SOURCES OF HELP/ADVICE/SUPPORT
Student
#
Family
Physician
Medi
cal Specialist
Family/
Friends
AARC
Office
for
Children
DMH
Public
Hea
1th
Easter
Seals
School
1. Theresa X X
2. Carol
3. Anne X X X X
4. Diane X X X
5. Robert X X
6. Steven X X X X
7. Karen X X
8 . Chris X X X
9 . Joe X
10. Lance X X
11. Greq X X X X X
12. Lester X X
13. Mark X X
Totals 7 7 3 2 1 3 1 1 7
I
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Question #7 : PLEASE DESCRIBE
_• S FIRST YEARS IN
SCHOOL.
Some parents had difficulty remembering "that far
back", and their responses were vague and uncertain. All
parents reported some involvement with the school but
described it as taking place along the school -establ ished
policy of open-house and regularly scheduled parent- teacher
conferences. Only three parents reported that their
children disliked school in the beginning. Robert, Karen
and Lester hated school and their parents reported that
they did not make adequate progress. They were the only
parents who were displeased with the program offered. There
appears to be a link between the three factors of liking
school, parents' perceptions of progress, and parents'
satisfaction with the program. They reported complete
satisfaction with present placements and said their children
were doing well and enjoying school for the first time.
Results are summarized in Table 10.
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TABLE 10
PARENTS' DESCRIPTION OF FIRST YEARS IN SCHOOL
Student # Did
He/She
Like
School
?
Did
He/She
Make
Adequate
Progress?
Were You
Pleased
With the
Program?
Were You
Involved In
Planning and
Making
Decisions?
Ye^ No Yes No Yes No Pos
.
Neq. Ml xec
1 . Theresa X X X X
2. Carol X X
(
3. Anne ?
• X X X
4. Diane X X X X
5. Robert X X X
r
1
6. Steven X X X X
7. Karen X X X-- --X X
8. Chrl s X X X X
9. Joe X X X X
10. Lance X X X X
11. Greg X X X X
12. Lester X X _ X----X X
13. Mark X X X X
Totals 9
.
3 a_ 11 .L3 8 2 1
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Question #8 : HOW AND WHEN DID YOU FIND OUT THAT
NEEDED SPECIAL HELP IN SCHOOL?
This question provoked some interesting comments
from, "We never thought she'd go to school at all,"
to "We knew she needed help but we didn't know where
to get it."
As can be seen in Table 11, parents of children
who had attended the clinical nursery school knew that
regular school placement was not probable. Transition
from the clinical nursery to either a trainable or
educable special class was facilitated by the DMH and
public school personnel. Only one parent questioned
the transition. Greg's mother wanted him to have an
opportunity to try a normal setting. She sent him to
a private kindergarten for a year, had him tutored, and
arranged for speech therapy. Then against everyone's
recommendation, had him placed in a regular first grade.
"I hoped he'd do all right, I prayed he would," she said,
but at the end of the year, she agreed that he be placed
in the educable special class. This reluctance to accept
the need for special education was not mirrored by the
parents of other children who moved directly from clinical
nursery to special class. These parents were grateful that
a program existed for their children in the public sector
which could provide the extra help needed.
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Again, the most interesting group of children
to consider in light of this question was the group with
less severe learning problems. Diane, Karen, Joe,
Lester, and Mark were all struggling in regular classes.
All but Diane repeated a grade, all had had private
tutoring arranged by their parents, and whatever minimal
"extra help" that was available within the school. In
fact, extra help options were strictly limited. As
Karen's parents noted, "Children at that time were con-
sidered 'normal' or ' retarded ' --there wasn't anything
in betfiween."
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TABLE 11
HOW/WHEN PARENTS LEARNED OF NEED
FOR SPECIAL HELP
WHEN
Student
#
Attended CCNS School
Notif
1ed
Parents Parents
Requested
Hel
p
1
Grade
1
1
Grade
2
I
Grade
3
I
Grade
4
i
Grade
5
I
Grade
6
1
Grade
7
1
Grade
8
Grade
9
I
At
Entry
From CCNS
1. Theresa X X
2. Carol X X
3. Anne X X
4. Diane X X
5. Robert X X
6. Steven X /
'
X
7. Karen X X
8. Chris X X
9. Joe X X
10. Lance X X
11 . Greq X X
12. Lester X X
13. Mark X >
Totals 5 6 2 2 3 1 2 1 4
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Question #9 : WHAT STEPS WERE TAKEN TO PROVIDE HELP?
As would be expected, the more severe the handicap,
the earlier the diagnosis, and the sooner the child was
involved in special programming. The five children who
were involved in the clinical nursery program were
targeted for special class placement long before they
entered public school.
Although all the children eventually had cores,
there were only two for whom a core was the first step
to providing help within the school. Steven, of course,
had had no problems until the time of his accident. Prior
to his re-entry into public school, the hospital and
school staff met with parents to develop an educational
plan.
Diane might never have had a core at all, except
that her mother was familiar with opportunities under
Chapter 766, and felt that somie extra tutoring might help
Diane through Algebra. It did.
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TABLE 12
STEPS TAKEN TO PROVIDE SPECIAL HELP
Student
#
r*
-n
..
.
bpeci
a1
Class
Placement
Repeated
Grade
Private Tutoring
11
Remedial
Hel
p
Core
1 . Theresa X
2. Carol X
3. Anne X
4 . Diane X
5. Robert X
6. Steven X
7. Karen X X X
8. Chris X
9 . Joe X X X
10. Lance X
11. Greq X X X
12. Lester X X X
13. Mark X X X
Totals 6 5 5 4 2
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Question #10 ; PLEASE DESCRIBE '$ FIRST CORE
EVALUATION.
Perhaps the most significant finding in regard to
this question was that parents were generally unclear
about the details of the first core evaluations. Excep-
tions were in cases where the evaluation was conducted in
response to a dramatic change in the child requiring
immediate attention as, for example, Steven's accident
or Theresa's breakdown. In other instances, children had
been receiving help of varying degrees from the school,
and the parents did not perceive the core as differing
in significant ways from the many previous meetings
with school personnel. "Grandfathered" children, that is,
children who had been involved in special education prior
to 1974 and were presumed to be correctly placed, were
often not re-evaluated until the bulk of new referrals
had been handled.
According to the Regulations, the purpose of the core
evaluation is first, to determine whether there is a need
for special education services; and second, to develop
an educational plan to meet the special needs of the child.
When asked to describe the results of the core evaluation,
responses fell into four categories: an acknowledgement
of special need, a decision on placement, diagnostic
information, or educational recommendations. Christine
125
Greg, and Lester's parents indicated nothing resulted
from the core.
Because of the complexity of her problems, Anne's
core followed an intensive evaluation at a Boston
hospital. Representatives of the school attended to help
develop a comprehensive educational plan. "We learned
that there were people who cared and wanted to help,"
Anne's mother said in her assessment of the meeting.
Similar praise for the core meeting itself was
echoed by Steven's parents. Steven's core, also held
in a Boston hospital, was attended by fourteen or
fifteen professionals, including six from the local
school. Steven's parents reported, "It was wonderful the
way everyone cooperated and the doctors were very
impressed with the way the school responded. We were very
pi eased .
"
In contrast, Christine's mother said the core was
"useless". Recommendations were excellent, but frustrating
as the school never had the funds to implement them.
Karen's parents couldn't remember a core meeting,
and said they were called on the phone after a recommenda-
tion was made. Perhaps because Karen went from a hospital
to a private residential treatment facility her parents
were unclear about the involvement of the public school
in the process.
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Lance's mother felt that the meeting was "very nice",
and said, "I guess they needed my permission."
Only Greg's parents had decldely negative feelings
about the core meeting. They had requested a private
placement for their son and said, "No way was he going
to get It." They were unhappy with the plan presented,
felt that many of the recommendations were Inappropriate,
and did. In fact, refuse to sign the plan for several
weeks. When they did sign the plan it was because they
felt that the school was probably doing "the best they
could"
.
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TABLE 13
WHEN DID THE FIRST CORE TAKE PLACE?
Student # 74-75 75-76 76-77 77-78 78-79 79-80 30-81
1 . Theresa X
2. Carol X
3. Anne X
4. Diane X
5. Robert
. . X_ . .
6. Steven X
7. Karen
_X
8. Chris X
9. Joe
_JL_
10. Lance X
n. Greq X
12. Lester 1
13. Mark X
Totals 1 0 2— _4 a—._2 .__J
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TABLE 14
WHO REFERRED YOUR CHILD?
Student # Parents "School" Physician
Social Worker
1
.
Theresa
2. Carol X X
3. Anne X
4. Diane X
5. Robert X
6. Steven X
7. Karen X X
8. Chris
9. Joe X
0. Lance X
1
.
Greq X
12. Lester X
13. Mark X
Tota 1
s
3 4 2 1 3
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TABLE 15
PARENTS' PERCEPTION OF CORE EVALUATION RESULTS
Student
#
Acknowledge-
ment
of
Special
Need
Placement
Decision
Diagnostic
Information
Educational
Recommenda-
tions
No
Resul
ts
1 . Theresa X
2. Carol X
3. Anne X
4. Diane X
5. Robert X X X
6. Steven X X
7. Karen X
8. Chris X
9. Joe X X
10. Lance X X
11. Greq X
12. Lester X X
13. Mark
Totals 3 4 3 5 3
130
TABLE 16
PARENTS' PERCEPTION OF MEETING
Student
#
Sa
ti
sfactory
Unsure
Unsatisfac-
1
tory
1
Didn't
Attend
1 . Theresa X >
2. Carol X
3. Anne X
4. Diane X
5. Robert X
6. Steven X
7. Karen X
8. Chris X
9. Joe X
10. Lance X
11 . Greq X
12. Lester X
13. Mark X
Totals 4 4 2 3
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Question #11 : WAS THE lEP (INDIVIDUAL EDUCATIONAL PLAN)
DESIGNED TO MEET 'S NEEDS?
Although Greg's parents were the only ones who
responded that the plan presented was inappropriate, two
parents qualified their "yeses". Anne and Christine's
parents responded that the plans contained good recom-
mendations by hospital clinicians which were never accepted
by the school due to lack of funds for the therapy.
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table 17
PARENTS' RESPONSE TO. "WAS THE lEP DESIGNED
TO MEET YOUR CHILD'S NEEDS?"
Student
#
Yes o
z: No
Response
Don't
Know
1 . Theresa X
2. Carol X
3. Anne X
4. Diane X
5. Robert X
6. Steven X
7. Karen X
8. Chris X
9. Joe X
10. Lance X
11 . Greq X
12. Lester X
13. Mark X
Totals 11 1 1
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Question #12 ; WAS THE PLAN IMPLEMENTED IN A WAY THAT
WAS SATISFACTORY TO YOU AND HELPFUL TO ?
There were two parents who responded "No" to this
question. Christine's mother cited the school's
inability to fund therapies recommended by an outisde
evaluator, and Greg's indicated that the recommended
plan was inappropriate to begin with.
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TABLE 18
PARENTS' RESPONSE TO, "WAS THE PLAN IMPLE-
MENTED IN A WAY THAT WAS HELPFUL TO
AND SATISFACTORY TO YOU?"
itudent # Yes No
1 . Theresa X
2. Carol X
3. Anne X
4. Diane X
5. Robert X
6. Steven X
7. Karen X
8. Chris X
9. Joe X
10. Lance X
11. Greq X
12. Lester X
13. Mark X
Total
s
11 2
f
135
Question #13 ; UNDER THE lEP, PLEASE DESCRIBE:
ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL, 'S PROGRESS, YOUR
CONTACTS WITH THE SCHOOL.
Again, because parents did not see the core
evaluation meeting or the implementation of the plan
as signalling a major change in programming, they
found it difficult to pinpoint related changes. Parents
tended to be confused by this question.
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TABLE 19
STUDENT PROGRESS UNDER lEP
Student # Same Improved
1 . Theresa X
2. Carol X
3. Anne X
4. Diane X
5. Robert X
6. Steven X
7. Karen X
8. Chris X
9. Joe X
10. Lance X
11. Greq X
12. Lester X
13. Mark X
Totals 5 8
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TABLE 20
STUDENT ATTITUDE UNDER lEP
Student # The Same Poorer Improved 7
1 . Theresa X
2. Carol X
3. Anne X
4. Diane X
5. Robert X
6. Steven X
7. Karen X
8. Chris X
9. Joe X
10. Lance X
11. Greg X
12. Lester X
13. Mark X
Totals 4 1 7
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TABLE 21
PARENT CONTACTS WITH SCHOOL UNDER lEP
Student # General ly
Good
Excel lent ?
1 . Theresa X
2. Carol X
3. Anne X
4. Diane X
5. Robert X
6. Steven X
7. Karen X
8. Chris X
9. Joe X
10. Lance X
11 . Greq X
12. Lester X
13. Mark X
Totals 9 2 2
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Question #14 : CHAPTER 766 FORBIDS THE LABELLING OF
CHILDREN AND PROGRAMS. WAS EVER LABELLED?
Robert's foster mother reported that special needs
children are always labelled by teachers and adminis-
trators, a view that was not shared by other parents.
When asked to elaborate on this statement, she could
not. Parents of children placed in the Educable Special
Class (Greg and Lance) did report instances where their
children had been hurt by taunts of other children. Greg
came home in tears one day in the early years asking
his mother, "What does retarded mean?" and Lance's mother
felt Lance had to learn to "stick up for himself on the
playground .
"
As previously reported, Karen's parents were
shocked by a teacher's offhand comment that perhaps their
daughter was retarded, but this was the only instance
cited of labelling by a professional.
Christine's mother suggested that labels are often
convenient and said, "Words don't really mean much, they
change to fit the situation." Labelling, as such, was not
a concern to parents in this study. Mot one parent
brought up the issue, and the only comments regarding
labelling were in response to this specific question.
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TABLE 22
PARENT RESPONSE TO "WAS YOUR CHILD EVER LABELLED?"
Student # Yes No ? 3y Whom
JL- Theresa X
?t Carol X
3, Anne X
4. Diane X
5. Robert X Teachers/Administrators 1
6. Steven X By kids
7. Karen X By kids
8. Chris X Labels are convenient
9. Joe X
10. Lance X
11. Greg X By elementary school kids
12. Lester X
13. Mark X
Totals 4 7 2
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Question #15 : HAVE YOU EVER HAD ANY EXPENSES DIRECTLY
RELATED TO 'S SPECIAL NEED?
All parents responded "no" to this question
initially until reminded of previously related infor-
mation regarding supplementary tutoring and therapy.
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TABLE 23
EDUCATIONAL EXPENSES RELATED TO
SPECIAL NEED
Student # None Some Describe
1
. Theresa X
2. Carol X
3. Anne X
4. Diane X
6. Robert X
6. Steven X
7. Karen X Reading Clinic
8. Chris X Speech |
9. Joe X Tutori ng
10. Lance X
11 . Greg X Tutoring
12. Lester X
13. Mark X
Total
s
9 4
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Question #16 : CHAPTER 766 REQUIRES THAT CHILDREN WITH
SPECIAL NEEDS BE EDUCATED IN A WAY THAT IS AS "REGULAR"
AS POSSIBLE. IS 'S PROGRAM AS "REGULAR AS
POSSIBLE"?
All parents responded emphatically that their
children's programs were as regular as possible. Their
comments supported the school's efforts at mainstreaming,
yet cautioned that mainstreaming for its own sake can be
harmful. For example, Anne's parents reported that
children in her daughter's class were bussed to a public
school for lunch each day. This kind of mainstreaming,
she felt, served no purpose, except perhaps, that others
might become familiar with and thus more accepting of the
handicapped child. Christine's mother reported that her
daughter was in an "ideal situation". She said,
Christine's class in the early years was loca-
ted in the basement of a church, and there have
been rumors that some of the collaborative programs
might be consolidated into one school building
instead of being placed throughout the system.
Christine's mother reflected "I have great sympathy
for the less retarded children, it is harder for them to
be accepted". This thought was echoed by Greg's parents
who said, "Socially, he'd be better off if he were nior_e
retarded. Mainstreaming tends to make my son more aware
of his problems."
Although movement to a less restrictive prototype
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(progressive mainstreaming) is a goal of Chapter 766,
in reality few children make substantial changes. An
exception was Karen who, after hospitalization (502.7)
moved to a residential school (502.6), a day school
(502.5), a public school program (502.4) and finally
back to her own public school program (502.3).
Open-Ended Questions
Because of the wide variety of responses to the
open-ended questions, and because they provide valuable
insights into parents' perceptions, individual parent
responses to each question are presented.
Question #17: WOULD HAVE MADE BETTER PROGRESS
IN SCHOOL IF . • •
Student #
1
.
Theresa she had had help earlier
2. Carol she had got the right help
3. Anne there were programs and funds to fully
implement the recommendations, espe-
cially speech and physical therapy
4. Diane she's had help earlier
5. Robert he'd had counseling
6. Steven he hadn't had his accident
7. Karen she'd had help earlier
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8
. Chris she'd had more speech therapy
9. Joe he'd had more demands on him at
and at school
home
10. Lance he'd had more help
11. Greg he'd been happier, had more friends
12. Lester he'd tried harder, if he had no
problems
f ami ly
13. Mark he'd paid better attention
Earlier help, more help, and therapies geared to
specific needs characterized this open-ended question.
Interestingly, Joe and Lester's parents Indicated more
effort on their own or their child's part would have
Improved school progress. This Is reflective of
parents' general feeling that the schools did what they
could. Parents never expressed anger or resentment at
the school as a whole, although both Karen and Greg's
parents mentioned Isolated experiences relating to a
conflict with a particular teacher. This study suggests
that these parents are willlng^ to share the responsibility
of school achievement with the school, a finding that is
often not expressed by some school personnel who sometimes
say "Parents expect the school to do everything."
Question #18 : WOULD HAVE LIKED SCHOOL BETTER
IF . . .
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Student #
1
.
Theresa we lived in a better neighborhood
2. Carol she'd stayed in school
3. Anne the programs were more geared to
needs
her
4. Diane teachers had read reports in her
and understood her needs
file
5. Robert but he loved it
6. Steven the kids had been more accepting
7. Karen she'd had less pressure at home and
at school
8. Chi s I don't know
9. Joe but he liked it--everyday
10. Lance kids didn't pick on him
11. Greg he were in more activities
12. Lester the first grade teacher had been better
13. Mark classes were more interesting
Responses to this question all varied and con-
tain some good thoughts for administrators and teachers.
As already noted, Diane's mother felt that each of
Diane's teachers should have been aware of the compre-
hensive evaluation reports in her cumulative folder. She
felt this would have made them more understanding of
Diane's needs and better able to adjust learning tasks
as necessary.
Getting along with and being accepted by others was
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seen as critical to a student's liking school. Some
schools have developed and implemented sensitivity and
awareness programs to help the so-called normal
students understand children with special needs. All
parents except Greg's indicated that their son/daughter
liked school now, even when they had earlier disliked
school
.
Question #19 : 'S EDUCATIONAL PLAN WOULD HAVE
BEEN IMPROVED BY . . .
Student #
1
.
Theresa it was good the way it was
2. Carol better teachers
3. Anne more therapy by highly skilled therapists
4. Diane starting her earlier
5. Robert vocational training and counseling
6. Steven providing an adaptive physical educa-
tion program
7. Karen having better informed teachers
8. Chris more speech therapy
9. Joe making him pay attention
10. Lance vocational training
11. Greg further testing to identify skills,
interests leading to a vocation
12. Lester plan was good--he needs to work harder
13. Mark plan is good
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Many responses previously mentioned were
repeated here. The need to provide students with voca-
tional training to prepare for eventual independence
was mentioned several times which Is understandable
given the fact that most of the children were ending
or nearing the end of their formal education. This Is
further developed In answers to the next question.
Question #20 ; AS I THINK ABOUT 'S FUTURE,
MY MAIN CONCERN IS . . .
Student #
1 . Theresa
2. Carol
3. Anne
4 . Diane
5. Robert
6. Steven
7. Karen
8 . Chris
9 . Joe
training for a job
getting a job
her comfort and happi ness--we don't
know what 1 1 es ahead
no real concerns
what will happen to him, he can't
take care of himself, he needs counsel-
ing and skills.
getting a job, being self-sufficient,
needs training
could she hold a job? she needs training
we're getting older--what will happen
to her? I don't want her to sit at home
but there aren't many options. Private
placements are too expensive and her
brother has his own responsibilities.
wish he could go to college, but he
doesn't have the basic skills
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10. Lance I wish he'd stay with me
life, but I know he won't
the rest of his
•
11
.
Greg His being able to provide for himself.
12. Lester He doesn't seem to care,
any future for him until
down
.
I don't see
he buckles
13. Mark College, because of his handicap he
can't work in a shop.
Economi
c
independence is of primary concern to
parents of all children with the exception of the few
who recognize that their children will always need
supervision and care. The latter, parents of Anne,
Robert, and Christine found this question disquieting.
Obviously they have given the question of their
children's future a good deal of thought. None of them
have found a comfortable solution and have adopted a
"one day at a time" philosophy. ^Christine's mother has
explored options and found them limited and mostly
unsatisfactory. Growing old has grave implications for
parents of severely handicapped children.
Question #21 : IN ORDER TO HELP OTHER CHILDREN LIKE
,
THE SCHOOL SHOULD . . .
Student #
1. Theresa try to find out earlier instead of
waiting so long
2. Carol give more help
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3. Anne We've been pretty happy. Even before
766 teachers and administrators have
been doing what they could. Keep kids
like ours separate. The schools say
they want to educate in a way as normal
as possible. That's stupid, she's
not normal
.
4. Diane make sure that what is in the child's
folder is known to all teachers
5. Robert they should have programs for special
needs kids like they do for kids going
to college--to help them get ready for
work
.
6. Steven continue as is
7. Karen continue to improve--the school has
better programs now
8 . Chris get the best teachers. The best means a
combination of personality, training,
rapport, loving, demanding, discipline.
9 . Joe be stricter and not pass kids along until
they master basic skills
10. Lance get them all together-- they (children)
should be in their own group so they
can get along
11. Greg spend time on practical skills: grooming,
money, everyday things
12. Lester spend more time individually with children
13. Mark try to disguise the resource room so it's
not seen as the dumb room
Again, more help, earlier help, and practical
preparation for independence were continuing themes.
Question #22 : FOR , CHAPTER 766 HAS MEANT . . .
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Student #
1. Theresa Without it, she would have dropped out
of school
.
Even before Theresa was released from the hospital
following her attempt at suicide, the school became
involved. Working with Theresa, her mother, and the
psychiatric staff, they arranged a program that would
prepare her to gradually re-enter school. Tutoring,
careful selection of courses, supportive counseling and
sensitivity to her volatile emotional condition were
considered. Despite her problems, Theresa may very well
be the only child in her family to graduate from high
school
. ^
2. Carol A lot.
It is too early to tell whether Carol can break
the pattern of unemployment, motherhood out of wedlock,
and welfare established by her mother and sister. At
this time, she is eager to learn, eager to earn s6me
money, and grateful that the social worker has involved
the school in utilizing 766 funds to get her started.
Several months ago she watched television all day and had
no friends. Today she arrives at the workshop early
each day, takes pride in her appearance, is making
friends, and learning new skills.
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3. Anne It has helped people become more aware
of what these kids need. We've appre-
ciated the school's efforts despite
some negatives.
Despite the severity of Anne's handicaps, there
has always been a program for her to attend, and Anne's
parents feel that the major changes brought about by
Chapter 766 has been in the understanding and acceptance
of children like Anne who will always be dependent. As
a family, coping with the incredible daily responsibility
of her care, this has been important.
4. Diane Not an awful lot. By the time help was
available, she was not receptive because
of the stigma. But it helped me (mother).
The force of Diane's personality and her motivation
have nearly overcome the slight neurological impairment
brought about by a childhood illness. For her mother,
the evaluation under Chapter 766 which acknowledged
that there was an identifiable, physiological reason for
Diane's learning difficulty put to rest a nagging concern.
5. Robert That he's not institutionalized.
Robert lived in a series of foster homes after he
was taken from abusive and neglectful parents. He had
been described as uncontrollable and potentially violent
but his present foster mother says an appropriate school
program and a supportive loving home have eliminated the
need to consider institutionalization.
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6. Steven EVERYTHING! I (Steven) would have
died without it. These people who
work with special needs really know
what it's like to have a handicap.
When Steven emerged from his coma, it seemed to
him and to his parents that his life was over. Severely
handicapped, his progress was painfully slow and it
seemed i mposs i bl e that he would ever go to school again.
Working with physicians, therapists, and parents, the
school responded in a way that continues to overwhelm
Steven's parents, and has given them ^n almost
evangelic feeling about Chapter 766. They are infinitely
proud of their son and grateful that the help was
available when they needed it so badly.
7. Karen She's still in school. Without 766
she'd be a mess right now; no school,
no job. With help, she's determined
to graduate.
The attitude of Karen's parents toward the school
has undoubtedly changed more dramatically than the
attitude of the other parents in this study. Initially
angry and resentful about early lack of sensitivity and
responsiveness to Karen's learning problems, they have
seen the school gradually change, and acknowledge that
the availability of programs and services have brought
Karen through her devastating and frightening nervous
breakdown.
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8. Chris That she has a right to an education
and that we don't have to fight for it.
Also that she's still in school.
Under Chapter 766 she has an extra five
years to learn.
Active and informed regarding the educational
opportunities for handicapped children, Chris' parents
are very aware of what has been accomplished. They
caution younger parents not to become complacent, know-
ing that the gains have been slowly won. Cutbacks
and financial constraints on education make it essential,
they feel, for parents to continue to advocate for
special education.
9. Joe Extra help when he needed it.
In truth, Joe did not get the help he needed when
he needed it most, but he did get it when it became
available under Chapter 766. Children like Joe tend to
stand the greatest benefit as a result of diagnostic and
direct services in the early grades. Because Joe's
strength as an individual, it is likely that he will
survive, even if he never learns to read and write with
ease, but his potential as an adult may never be fully
realized, because the help he got was too little and too
late.
10. Lance A lot--he's done better than I ever did.
In special classes since age three, Lance can read
and write a little, follow directions, and take care of
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his personal needs. His new program at the high school
will focus on pre- voca tiona 1 training and it is likely
that he will be able to hold a simple and wel 1
-supervised
job. Despite her own lack of education, Lance's mother
has taken advantage of the increasing educational
opportunities available and she is very proud that Lance
has done so wel 1
.
11. Greg He's been with other children who've
never really accepted him. It's made him
feel worse.
Greg's mother is the only parent in this study who
felt that Chapter 766 has had a negative effect on her
son. Ironically, she pushed for regular first grade
placement at a time when mainstreaming was hardly men-
tioned and never practiced. But it was "mainstreaming"
which she perceives as having had a tremendous negative
impact on Greg by making him aware of his handicaps, and
by being rejected from normal social activities of his
peers. Although teachers, administrators, and particularly
athletic coaches went out of their way to involve Greg,
his strong need for social acceptance was never met.
12. Lester He's in school today. Without it (766)
he wouldn't learn at all.
Although Lester goes willingly to school for the
first time in his life, the efforts made on his behalf
have not been truly successful. He was one of the first
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children in the system to receive a core evaluation,
yet even the implementation of a plan designed to meet
his needs could not, or did not, change his attitude.
A troubled, confused adolescent with little motivation
or hope for the future, he attends a collaborative
high school program and will probably take and pass
the high school equivalency test this year. His
future is questionable.
His parents feel that keeping Lester in school at
all, has been an achievement and are appreciative of the
efforts made on his behal f--particul arly since Lester
has made so little for himself.
13. Mark A lot--it has helped a lot.
Mark has received supportive help through high
school which will make it possible for him to graduate,
but, possibly the most significant impact of Chapter 766
on Mark will not be felt for some years. VJhen Mark was
referred for his core evaluation, a physical examination
was recommended which identified a degenerative hearing
condition which will lead to gradually hearing loss. In
addition to his tutoring, he is now receiving speech
therapy and instruction in lip reading to prepare him
for probable deafness.
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Analysis of Findings in Terms of
Guiding Questions
In this section, the findings presented in
Chapter IV will be used to address each of the guiding
questions of the study. Particular attention will be
paid to the historical element of the data contrasting
information relating to pre- and post-Chapter 766
perceptions of parents.
Guidi nq question #1 ; DO PARENTS OF CHILDREN WITH SPECIAL
NEEDS PERCEIVE THAT THEIR CHILDREN HAVE ACCESS TO A
FREE PUBLIC EDUCATION?
Parents do perceive that their children have
access to a free public education, and their acknowledge-
ment of this fact is often accompanied with surprise and
gratitude. Anne's parents never thought that she'd be
able to attend school. As a severely, multiply handicapped
child who will probably never reason or communicate, they
are amazed at the efforts the school has made to provide
a suitable educational program. Although there are some
recommendations which have never been implemented for
Anne, her parents feel the schools have expended time,
talent and funds beyond their expectations. These
parents spent some time in another part of the country,
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and although Anne attended school, the program was
highly unsatisfactory and inappropriate. Still, they
seem to question their right to services in the light
of financial constraints in Massachusetts, but they are
appreciative of the help that has been available.
Because Anne has always gone to school, they do not
attribute great change to Chapter 766.
Lester's parents, too, wonder at the expense and
effort made on behalf of their angry, unmotivated son.
They feel that there are other children who might have
made better use of their opportunities, but they
recognize that had help been available in the early
grades, Lester might not need the alternative high school
program he attends today. They see changes brought
about by Chapter 766 as positive.
The right to a free public education is the major
contribution of Chapter 766 according to Christine's
parents. Involved early in AARC activities, they are
very aware of the lack of services encountered by parents
of severely retarded children in the past. The fact that
they do not have to fight or beg for services is signi-
ficant to them and they wonder at younger parents, who
seem to take it for granted. They believe that parents
should remain active and alert to protect this valuable
right.
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Carol's parents were never interviewed. The reader
will recall that Carol dropped out of school just prior
to the implementation of Chapter 766 and her parents never
actively sought help from the school, or tried to get
Carol into a more suitable program. One can only assume
that they either had no clear understanding of their
rights, or they didn't care. In any event, eight
years of education was lost to Carol, which probably
wouldn't happen today.
In summary, parents do perceive that their special
needs children have a right to an education, and that
schools have an obligation to provide an adequate program.
With few minor exceptions, parents expressed satisfaction
with the school's efforts. The fact that parents in this
study were accepting and appreciative of the school's
efforts, even when they perceived unmet needs and unful-
filled recommendations was surprising to this investigator.
Although parents of public school children have often
been characterized as passive, experience as a special
education administrator has led to the conclusion that
parents of special needs children are aggressive and
demanding. It is possible that this conclusion is
incorrect, and comes about as a result of the adminis-
trator's typical involvement in "difficult cases. In
any event, parents in this study were involved, but were
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not aggressive, demanding or critical. They expressed
satisfaction, surprise, and appreciation at the level
of effort the school has made. As has been shown, many
parents felt their children had needs that had never
been met, yet not one parent reported that they had
rejected an educational plan, and ^not one used mediation
or the appeals process provided by Chapter 766.
As noted, children in the study fell into three
groups, those whose severe problems were diagnosed early
and who received special education throughout their school
years, those who suffered some kind of physical or
emotional trauma in early adolescence, and those who had
mild to moderate learning problems. Although the first
two groups received more in terms of specialized help,
the impact of 766 was perhaps most keenly felt by the
latter group of children. As one parent put it, before
766 the teachers recognized all the problems, but after
766 they began to find solutions. Diane's mother said
she always felt something was affecting Diane's learning
and the core evaluation confirmed it and made help
available. Although Diane's problem was minor, it helped
her mother to have it acknowledged.
Without exception, these parents felt that the
schools have become more receptive, understanding and
helpful. In some instances, they did not connect this
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directly with Chapter 766, but with the particular level
within the system. Thus parents often said, the high
school was better than the junior high, and the junior
high was better than the elementary school. This was
most apparent with children in the less restrictive
j
prototypes. Children like Robert and Greg were in
educable classes before Chapter 766. These classes
were predominantly self-contained at that time and
children had little or no contact with normal peers.
About the time these children were moving to junior
high, the schools were redesigning the programs to
provide maximum opportunities for integration with
normal children. Participation in non-academic areas
of art, music, and physical education was increasing
and children had opportunities to attend home economics
and industrial arts classes. It is not surprising
that parents perceived that these changes were linked
to the changes in school rather than to Chapter 766.
Although all had experienced difficulty throughout
the early years of school, it was only after entering
high school that Theresa, Diane, Joe and Karen were
evaluated and provided with help. Not surprisingly,
parents of these children felt the high school was more
receptive, understanding and helpful.
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Guiding question #2 ; DO PARENTS OF CHILDREN WITH SPECIAL
NEEDS PERCEIVE THAT THEIR CHILDREN ARE BEING EDUCATED IN
THE LEAST RESTRICTIVE ENVIRONMENT?
Without exception, parents percei ved that their
children were being educated in t^he least restrictive
program. Interview question #16 asked parents if their
child's program was as "regular" as possible, and all
replied with an emphatic yes.
Anne's parents felt that the school at times was
too concerned about this aspect of the law and initiated
practices which were not educationally sound for Anne.
When Chapter 766 was implemented, Anne's class was not
located within one of the public schools. Responding to
the mandate to mainstream, the school arranged to have
children bussed to an elementary school for lunch.
Although this provided an opportunity for the handicapped
children to see and be seen, it served no educational
purpose for Anne who was overwhelmed, excited and confused
by the change.
Greg's parents felt that he was integrated inappro-
priately into typing and industrial arts classes at the
high school. "He couldn't do the work and the teachers
didn't have time to help him adequately--! t didn't make
sense " , they said.
Steven's parents were appalled when doctors and
163
school personnel recommended a mainstreamed program
following Steven's lengthy hospitalization. His
parents wanted to protect him from possible rejection
from peers, and embarrassmeht over his obvious
physical limitations. Steven himself said it was
terrible at first, but once h^ accepted his handicap
the other students did too, and Steven and his parents
agree that it was the best thing for him to have had to
cope with the everyday demands of school.
Parents' desire to shield their children from
unpleasant situations was a continuing theme. A self-
contained program with children of similar diagnosis was
seen by some parents (Greg, Lance) as a means of
avoiding unkind remarks or teasing from other students.
Greg's parents felt that mainstreaming made their son
more aware of his limitations and led to depression
and frustration. At one point, they wanted to send
Greg to a residential school for children with similar
needs, but the tuition was high and the public school
felt they could provide an adequate program. Greg's
parents still feel that Chapter 766 has had negative
consequences for Greg in terms of socialization.
In summary, parents feel that children are being
educated in the least restrictive environment, but that
the effort to mainstream sometimes has negative con-
sequences for some students.
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Guiding question #3 ; DO PARENTS OF CHILDREN WITH
SPECIAL NEEDS PERCEIVE THAT THEIR CHILDREN ARE NOT
LABELLED, AND THAT PROGRAMS FOLLOW NON-CATEGOR ICAL
MODELS?
Somewhat cheerfully, Robert's foster mother stated
emphatically that all special needs children were labelled
by teachers and administrators but no other parent
interviewed agreed with her statement. Greg's and Lance's
parents reported that other children had occasionally
called them "retards", but parents reported that in general
the school handled the problem well.
Steven, Diane, and Mark, the three adolescents
who participated in the interviews with their parents
all felt more could be done to help students become
more understanding and accepting of the special needs
of children.
Recently the local newspaper announced that the
library was sponsoring an awareness program for children
to facilitate this effort. Films, puppet shows, and
talks have been scheduled, which will help children to
understand a variety of handicaps. Unfortunately, this
program appears to focus on children with severe handi-
caps. This study suggests that normal children are
fairly accepting of children with severe handicaps.
I
L
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but that children with lesser problems have a hard time
being understood and accepted.
Steven expects some day to help others learn about
the psychological need for acceptance of handicapped so
they won't have to learn the hard way--11ke he did.
To summarize, labelling did not appear to
present major problems either now or before 766, and
parents did not perceive that their children were
labelled or that their programs were categorized.
Guiding question #4 ; DO PARENTS PERCEIVE THAT CHILDREN
HAVE ACCESS TO TRULY INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATIONAL PLANS
DESIGNED TO MEET THEIR SPECIAL NEEDS?
This question Is perhaps the most difficult to
address for although all but one parent responded "yes"
to Interview question (Was the lEP designed to meet
's needs?) the experiences they related do
not confirm this response. In the first place, parents
reported unmet needs and Instances where recommendations
and requests were not Incorporated Into the educational
plans. In the second place, some parents reported
Inappropriate (to them) decisions on programming and
course selection.
In general, parents were quite vague about the
lEP. Although the Interview format did not Include
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a specific question on the lEP, when the subject came
up parents seemed no^ to remember and often said,
"Well, it's around here somewhere."
The conclusion has to be drawn that parents in
this study perceived that while an educational plan was
developed for their child, it was not a critical docu-
ment and was not seen as a contract for services. As
Anne's parents said, "Well, they have to have a plan
and they do."
Christine's mother felt the plan was "ridiculous".
She doesn't like the way it's worded, and feels the
goals stated are contrived and silly. Lance's mother
had the plan neatly filed in a stack of school related
papers, but admitted she couldn't read it. Joe's mother
couldn't remember seeing the plan at all.
This too, contrasts with experiences of the researcher
in other school systems where the lEP is often the source
of on-going negotiations between home and school.
Guiding question #5 : DO PARENTS PERCEIVE THAT THEY
ARE REGULARLY INVOLVED WITH PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL IN
EDUCATIONAL PLANNING AND DECISION-MAKING?
Parents definitely feel that they are regularly
involved with school personnel, and they are kept
well-informed, but they do not appear to take an
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aggressive role in decision-making. Meetings are
seen as a means of getting information on changes
or obtaining progress reports.
Parents of three children (Anne, Christine,
and Robert) were active in advocacy groups which
regularly educate parents on their rights under Chapter
766, yet even these parents seemed to accept what
was offered in a relatively passive way. When there
were services or changes they felt necessary, even the
most involved parents seemed to echo Anne and Christine's
parents who said, "They do the best they can."
This accepting attitude could mean a number of
things which were not tapped in this study. It could
mean, for example, that parents were unaware of their
rights, that they were intimidated by school personnel,
or that they were generally satisfied with the schools.
Further research into this question is warranted.
In summary, parents perceived regular and positive
involvement with school personnel, but did not appear
to take an active role in decision-making.
Guiding question #6 : DO PARENTS PERCEIVE THAT THEIR
CHILDREN HAVE MAJOR EDUCATIONAL NEEDS THAT HAVE NOT
BEEN MET?
All but the parents of two children (Theresa
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and Mark) perceived some major unmet educational needs,
and were quite specific In naming these needs. Speech
therapy was mentioned several times as was occupational
therapy, physical therapy, and adaptive physical
education. The most frequently mentioned need was for
pre-voca tional counseling and training. Parents worried
about the ability of their children to move toward
independence and felt the school might do more to help.
Theresa, Steven, and Robert's parents mentioned the
need to have more counseling available to address
emotional and social concerns of students, but they
questioned the school's obligation to provide help in
this area.
Again, although parents saw needs that had gone
unmet, there was a general feeling conveyed that school
personnel were caring and concerned, that efforts of
the system were substantial, and that parents were
generally satisfied and appreciative.
Parents' descriptions of contacts with schools
could not be related to the implementation of Chapter 766.
With only the few previously reported exceptions,
parents reported good on-going communication and Involve-
ment. Parent- teacher conferences have been held regu-
larly In this system for many years, and parents did not
report a significant increase or change in this activity
over the years.
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^ Summary
This chapter has presented a narrative Introduction
to the children Included In the study group. Information
from the school histories of each child as perceived by
their parents, data generated by the Interviews, and
specific parent responses to the open-ended questions.
Finally, an analysis of the findings In terms of the
guiding questions of the study was presented which
Indicated that:
Parents perceive that their handicapped children
do have a right to a free, public education;
Parents perceive that their children are being
educated In the least restrictive environment;
Parents perceive that their children are not
labelled, and that programs follow non-categorical
models;
Parents perceive that children have access to
truly Individualized educational plans designed to
meet their special needs;
Parents perceive that they are regularly Involved
with professional personnel In educational planning
and decision-making.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The purpose of this study was to contribute to
the research in special education by investigating
parents' perceptions of the impact of Chapter 766
on their handicapped child's education. The review
of literature included a comprehensive survey of all
research relating directly to Chapter 766, and traced
the foundations of the major philosophical tenets of
both Chapter 766 and P.L. 94-142.
The study was designed to investigate the per-
ceptions of parents. In-depth interviews were conducted
with parents of all children born before 1964 within
one central Massachusetts school system who had or were
receiving help under Chapter 766. Interviews provided
specific information regarding school history as well
as information on the preceptions of parents regarding
the impact of special education programs, procedures
and services both before and after Chapter 766.
Because the study was limited to one school system,
and because the number of parents interviewed was small,
care must be taken in generalizing the findings. The
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conclusions which follow must be understood to relate
to parents interviewed within this community and may
or may not be representative of a broader range of
parent perceptions regarding the impact of Chapter 766.
Conclusions
This study concludes that parents of handicapped
children who have received help under Chapter 766
perceive that the implementation of special education
legislation has had an impact on the education of their
children, and that the impact has been positive.
An analysis of the findings in terms of guiding
questions showed that:
- Parents in this study perceived that their
children do have a right to a free, public education.
- Parents in this study perceived that their
children are being educated in the least restrictive
envi ronment
.
- Parents in this study perceived that their
children are not labelled and that programs follow
non-ca tegor i ca 1 models.
- Parents in this study perceived that children
have access to specific individualized educational plans
designed to meet their specific needs, even when the
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parents' understanding and knowledge of the plan itself
was limited or vague. And
- Parents in this study perceived that they are
regularly involved with professional personnel in
educational planning and decision-making though they
showed reluctance to make demands for services or
challenge recommendations.
In addition, although the study group was small,
and the interviews were not structured to collect this
information, there were indications that:
- Parents perceived schools are now more receptive
and understanding of children with special needs. With-
out exception, parents in this study reported that high
school teachers and administrators were cooperative,
flexible, and willing to take extra measures to ensure
positive school experiences within the high school. They
often contrasted this to less positive experiences at
the junior high and elementary levels. This is so
contrary to what is often reported that it is worth
noting. When the study was conceived, the age-group of
the target population was carefully considered. Older
children, born before 1964 were selected because it was
felt that parents who had worked with the schools
around the special needs of their children before Chapter
766 was implemented, might have a clearer understanding
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and perspective of changes which had taken place.
Although high schools are often criticized as being less
sensitive, less concerned with Individual needs, less
flexible, and less able to provide special education
programming, the parents in the study did not share
these feelings. It is possible that this particular
high school is unique, but it is more likely that
changes have taken place throughout the system in terms
of receptivity to the needs of handicapped children.
Several parents (parents of Robert, Karen, Joe)
reported that they had younger children within the
school system who shared some learning problems with
their older siblings. These parents indicated that the
younger children were receiving help and felt that the
older children would have benefitted from similar
attention in the earlier grades.
- Parents perceived a growing awareness and con-
cern for handicapped children within the community.
Several parents made reference to the fact that media
coverage regarding the handicapped has made it easier
and more acceptable to be the parent of a child with
special needs. Some of this coverage has been gene-
rated at local and state levels, some from national
level. Parents, when they mentioned it, did so with
praise and indicated positive benefits from these efforts
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to educate and inform. The public image of the handi-
capped is important to parents. Anne's father, and
Lester's father, both talked about the expense of
special education. Although they welcomed the availa-
bility of services, they were very aware of the
tremendous cost to public education, and expressed con-
cern that their children were contributing to the
escalation of the special education budget. In small
communities this factor can be troubling to a conscien-
tious parent. Recently a central Massachusetts community
had to go to a town meeting to ask for funds to install
an elevator in a school building. The cost was very high
and would impact directly and significantly on the tax
rate. No matter how sensitively the matter is handled,
it will be impossible to prevent townspeople from knowing
exactly where the need originates. The situation is
uncomfortable and disturbing for parents of severely
handicapped children.
- Parents perceived that there are increased options
for programs and services. The parents of Christine,
Anne, Lester and Robert indicated that several options
had been presented at the core meeting, and that they
had participated in the selection of the most appro-
priate program. Both Christine's and Anne s parents
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noted that this was a change from past experiences,
when there really had been only one possible placement.
They welcomed the availability of a broader range of
programs, but both were concerned about what would
happen when their children were no longer eligible
under Chapter 766. There is no question but that parents
have been led to expect help through the public schools,
and that as children of these parents become older,
demands on public service agencies such as the
Department of Mental Health, the Department of Public
Welfare, the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Commission, the
Department of Employment Security, may increase.
- Parents perceived children staying in school
longer. Parents of Theresa, Anne, Robert, Karen,
Christine, Lance and Lester all felt that services
under Chapter 766 were a factor in keeping their
children in school. Carol, the oldest child in the study
group, had dropped out of school at age fourteen, just
before Chapter 766 went into effect. Although her
eligibility runs out soon, she was brought back in time
to get her started in a sheltered workshop. The availa-
bility of services under Chapter 766 through the twenty-
first year (or a high school diploma) is important to
children with special needs, who may need time and
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training to reach maximum Independence.
- Parents perceived that children with special
needs liked school better since changes brought about
by Chapter 766. With the exception of Greg, all parents
reported that their children liked school as well or
better than they ever had before. For the first time,
Karen, Robert and Lester are attending school willingly,
and find their current programs the most positive school
setting they have experienced. Theresa, Lance and
Mark are determined to graduate next year, and show
enthusiasm which has not been consistent over the years.
Finally, In terms of unmet needs:
- Some parents perceived the need for earlier
Identification and attention to learning problems.
Although five children (Anne, Robert, Christine, Lance,
and Greg) were Involved In the Department of Mental
Health Clinical Nursery Program prior to public school
entry, all of the remaining children with the exception
of Steven and Theresa (adolescent trauma) had early
problems In school which were not formerly recognized.
All might have benefitted from earlier and more
Intensive attention to their needs.
- Some parents perceived the need for additional
services, specifically speech therapy, physical therapy.
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and counseling. Parents of both Christine and Anne felt
that the speech therapy available to their severely
handicapped children was Inadequate. They had been
told that there were other, less handicapped children,
who would benefit more and the limited resources were
being directed towards them. Chris' mother remarked,
"When a child can't communicate at all, speech therapy
Is critical." Steven's parents felt that physical
therapy or an adaptive physical education program might
have facilitated his slow recovery after this accident.
Although he had some therapy outside of school, the
regular physical education classes In school were a
source of frustration and embarrassment. Robert's mother
felt that Robert and Indeed all children with special
needs, should have regular counseling to deal with self-
image and Inter-personal relationships. Greg's parents
agree.
- Some parents perceived that mainstreaming had
had negligible or negative consequences, particularly
In regard to social acceptance. As mentioned previously,
Greg's parents felt that mainstreaming had had very
negative effects for him by making him very aware of his
limitations and the fact that he was excluded from many
of the casual social events In the life of an adolescent.
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Other parents also expressed reservations about main-
streaming. Anne's parents felt that mainstreaming had
little educational benefit for a severely handicapped
child, and Lance's mother thought Lance was happiest
when he was with other children "like him". Lester
has found his current alternative school placement
outside the public school much easier to cope with,
and Carol likes the workshop "because It's not like
school where the kids make fun of you." More research,
particularly on the social effects of mildly to moderately
handicapped children Is indicated.
- Some parents perceived the need for children
with special needs to have more vocational and pre-
vocatlonal training. Most of the parents In the study
recognized that formal education would end for their
children when they graduated or turned twenty-two.
Diane planned to go to college and Mark hoped to,
yet the others needed to become as Independent as
possible. Anne, Christine, and Robert will always need
a great deal of care and supervision, but all the rest,
with adequate training and appropriate placement,
have the potential to be occupied productively. Parents
want help for their children In moving toward this
goal
.
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Discussion
Composition of study group
. In conducting this study,
there were a number of factors which came as a surprise
to the writer. Although having worked In special
education since 1974, the year Chapter 766 was Implemented,
It was encouraging to find that the study group contained
such a full range of children with special needs. With
only thirteen children making up the group. It was
expected that a narrower or more skewed distribution of
special needs might be found. Instead, the group
contained representative examples of almost every type
of disability previously encountered with the exception
of the visually-impaired. Although the special education
administrator Is well aware of the diversity of needs
addressed by Chapter 766, those not directly Involved
with system-wide concerns are often puzzled at the efforts
and cost required to fulfill special education requirements.
They think In terms of the small number of retarded or
physically handicapped children requiring substantial
adjustments In their school programs, and overlook the
larger numbercof children who, for a whole variety of
reasons, need some assistance to survive In a public
school setting. School systems across the state are
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reporting that ten to fifteen percent of their enroll-
ment is involved with special education. Several of the
children in this study group would not be recognizable
as "special needs" children by their peers, by the
community, or even by ibany of their teachers, yet the
findings clearly show how essential help was to Theresa,
Diane, Karen, Joe, Mark and Lester. The in-depth por-
trait of the variety of ways special education is support-
ing children is a valuable addition to the literature.
In addition, although parents were mostly low
to middle socio-economic class, they represented a full
range of educational backgrounds from nearly illiterate
to doctoral level. Family structure also represented
a full range of possibilities. Two parent homes,
homes where there had been a second marriage, single
parent homes and a foster home were included.
Receptivity of parents . Another factor which was some-
what surprising and very welcome, was the receptivity
of parents to participate in the study. Initial contact
was made through the Director of Special Education. The
letter which was sent described the study and encouraged
participation. It advised the parent to return an
enclosed postcard only if they did not wish their name
given to the investigator. Only one parent refused
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to participate, and not because of an unwillingness to
cooperate, but because of illness in the family. Regret
was expressed. The procedure used to elicit participation
was found to be very successful. Personal direct contact
by the investigator following the two week waiting period
was welcomed by the parents, who showed an interest in
the study, willingness to be interviewed, and flexibility
in making appointments. All interviews were completed
within a three week period of time. The interviewer was
welcomed graciously and in many instances, invited back.
The experiences of the interviewer strongly rein-
force the conclusion that parents welcome the opportunity
to discuss the needs of their handicapped children.
Although parent involvement is a basic tenet of the
legislation, school personnel are too often reticent
and apprehensive in their dealings with parents. They
may, like several of the pediatricians mentioned by
parents, be uncomfortable in presenting or confirming
sensitive information. This study indicates that parents
welcome the opportunity to share their concerns, don't
expect the schools to solve all of their problems, and
understand the constraints of time and money. A great
deal can stand in the way of open communication. Several
parents reported their own past feelings of frustration
and failure in school. Others reported unpleasant
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experiences with an unkind teacher. Teacher's rooms
often echo with tales of difficult, uncompromising
parents. Both parents and educators need to accept the
fact that unreasonable, antagonistic, unpleasant people
exist, but are not representative of all educators or
all parents. The findings of this study strongly support
a continued effort toward parent involvement.
The receptivity of parents as evidenced by their
willingness to talk about their children's problems may
also indicate that parents have a real need to discuss
their concerns with an accepting professional. Perhaps
the fact that the interview situation was non-eval ua ti ve
,
tbey felt free to explore their own feelings and percep-
tions in a way not often encouraged in more structured
parent-school conferences and meetings. Perhaps schools
should respond to this need directly, and provide more
opportunities for parents to "talk things over" without
the pressure and stress of an agenda and the need to
make decisions. Core evaluation meetings often include
six or more professionals. Even if the parent is com-
fortable and secure, the setting is hardly conducive to
open and relaxed sharing of minor but troubling concerns.
The school may lose a valuable opportunity to establish
respect, trust and understanding if they fail to
recognize the need of parents to talk openly and at
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length about their handicapped children. They may also
lose the opportunity to gain valuable insight into the
needs of the children.
Again, this study strongly supports efforts to go
beyond the letter of the law in regard to parent involve-
ment, and to purposely pursue a true partnership with
parents in meeting special needs of children.
*'Halo effect"
. It was made clear to all parents that
the interviewer had no direct connection with the school
system, and that the study was being conducted for
research purposes only. Parents were open with both
praise and criticism, and seldom showed any sign of
covering, withholding, or censoring information. Because
results of the study were quite positive, the question
of a "halo" effect must be raised. Parents were eager
to participate, but there was no evidence that parents
sought approval for their answers to interview questions.
In fact, interview questions were carefully constructed
and screened to eliminate calling for evaluative state-
ments, attempting rather to focus on actual experiences
supported by concrete (if perceived) facts. The inter-
viewer also refrained from commenting on parents'
responses, although it was sometimes necessary to ask
parents to clarify or expand their answers. During
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one of the preliminary interviews while the format was
being developed, one parent said that it was painful
to recall all the early school years, when little help
was available to her son, and there were few answers
to her questions. This feeling was not repeated by
any of the parents in the study group who seemed eager
to share their experiences.
It is possible that parents' positive perception
of Chapter 766 was related to the fact that few services
were available prior to 1974, and that any change would
be seen as positive. This suggestion is not wholly
supported by the findings, however, as six of the children
did, in fact, receive substantial services prior to 1974
which parents perceived to be adequate.
Early suspicion of special need . Another finding that
was somewhat unexpected was that parents' suspicions of
their child's special need always preceded the school's
acknowledgement (at least to the parent) of this need.
Within the study group there were three sub-groups of
children. Those with severe problems were diagnosed
early--well before school age, those who suffered a
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trauma during adolescence, and those whose special
need was not addressed until after the Implementation
of Chapter 766. In this latter group which consisted
of Diane, Karen, Joe, Lester and Mark, all parents
reported they suspected a problem long before the
school took any action. In fact, parents of two of
the children (Diane and Mark) reported suspecting there
was a problem before their children were two years old.
This Is an Important finding which provides strong
reinforcement for pre-school screening required by
Chapter 766.
At present, the regulations call for an orientation
or workshop to acquaint preschool parents of the availabi-
lity of screening and services. Although parents may
request screening, in most systems only the parents of
children with severe handicaps are encouraged to take
advantage of the opportunity. Later, usually just prior
to kindergarten entry, all children are screened, but
again, the emphasis is on identifying those children with
substantial disabilities. It is understandable that
schools are reticent to predict problems based on ques-
tionable screening batteries. Though many professionals
privately state It is relatively easy to pick out children
who will experience difficulty in school, they usually
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take a "wait and see" attitude, fearing that to alarm
a parent at this stage Is to reinforce the problem
which has been Identified more on an Intuitive level.
The findings of this study suggest that parents'
Intuition Is very good. If communication were more open,
more trusting, It Is possible that children would be
Identified and evaluated earlier and more thoroughly.
A parent Interview or questionnaire Is generally
Included In the preschool screening. Perhaps a
question should be included such as, "Do you think your
child may need some special help In school?" or,
"Do you have any reason to believe your child may have
problems learning?" A positive response could then be
followed up by a social worker or counselor who might
help to determine with the parent whether more Intensive
evaluation Is Indicated.
Communication . The other Important aspect related to par-
ents' early suspicion of possible special need Is related
to communication. School professionals often are hesitant
to approach parents when they feel the child may need
supplementary special education. This study found that
parents In every case welcomed the assistance, and were
relieved to find there was a reason for their concern.
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No parent recalled surprise or anger when the need for
help was accompanied by recommendations for providing
It. Even Lance's mother, who had been upset when the
pediatrician told her Lance was retarded, was relieved
when the school proposed a special education class.
"Good," she said, "I want him to get all the help he
can .
"
Greg's mother was reluctant to place her child
in special education before he had even tried school In
a regular class, but she wasn't surprised at the
recommendation. She said that she never really denied
Greg's problem, but she wanted to give him every chance
to make It In a normal setting before giving In to a
placement she thought might never change.
The manner 1n which the school approaches the
parent In regard to special education Is, of course,
critical. When Karen's first grade teacher said,
"Maybe she's retarded," It was said almost as an excuse.
The remark was cruel and unprofessional, but the reason
It had such a negative effect on Karen's parents was
because It was an unsubstantiated label which offered
little hope. This study found that parents accepted
difficult diagnoses when presented sensitively and when
accompanied with a specific plan.
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This finding Is substantiated by the Investigator's
personal experience. As a counselor during the six
years preceding Chapter 766, a responsibility was to
accept referrals from teachers, test children, and,
when necessary, Inform parents of a recommendation
for special class placement. This responsibility was
viewed sympathetically by teachers and administrators
who often expressed relief that It wasn't their job.
In fact, although the task was sometimes unhappy. It
was never disagreeable. Parents always knew their
children were having trouble, and always welcomed the
fact that there was an alternative to the frustration
and defeat their child was experiencing. The critical
factor for parents communicating with the schools
seemed to be honesty. Parents even seemed to be able
to accept refusals when presented openly and honestly.
Two parents reported Instances when they were promised
services which never materialized. Anne and Christine's
parents, for example, were at one time promised speech
therapy which was never delivered. They were angry about
the promi se even when they were forgiving that the service
wasn't available. This acceptance was somewhat surprising
to the Investigator who had served as Director of Special
Education In a larger, more affluent school system. In
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contrast to parents In this study, parents there were
typically demanding and uncompromising regarding special
education services. It Is difficult to pinpoint a
reason for this apparent discrepancy, although Resnick
(1980) did find that the higher the educational level
of parents, the less likely they were to be satisfied
with the educational plan, and Lay (1977) found that
the majority of rejected educational plans were from
parents with considerable education. As noted In this
study group, parents had a diversity of educational
backgrounds, but few had more than a high school
diploma
.
Avoidance of labels . Although avoidance of labels Is an
Integral part of all recent special education legislation.
It was not of major concern to parents In this study.
It seemed that their acceptance of their child's handi-
cap transcends labeling which was occasionally felt to
be useful In understanding a problem. During the prelimi-
nary Interviews, one parent said,
Labels can be very helpful. In my case,
when my son was diagnosed ‘learning disabled'
It was a tremendous relief. At last the
frustration, the worry, the fear had a
name. At last It was something definite,
with symptoms that could be understood and
dealt with. Parents need labels.
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Implications for Parents
This study suggests that parents might well take
a more aggressive role In planning and decision-making.
Although parents perceived regular involvement, the
experiences they related suggest that parents In this
study welcomed what was offered, but did not aggressively
demand services they felt were lacking or Insufficient.
Reluctance to take a firm stance may be based In part on
a parent's appreciation for what Is being done, and a
fear that being demanding may somehow hurt their child.
In truth, their Insistence that recommendations be
followed and services provided help the school to develop
and maintain a comprehensive education program. Even
when schools are committed to handicapped students,
funding restraints make It necessary to document the
need for every expenditure. When parents take an
active role, they are helping to document these needs.
Implications for the Administration of
Chapter 766 and P.L. 94-142
This study also Implies that school administrators
might do more to encourage active Involvement on the
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part of parents in regard to educational planning and
decision-making. Involvement means much more than
making sure parents are informed and are agreeable to
decisions. It means communicating effectively that
parents' ideas, opinions, and suggestions are a
valuable and necessary part of the development of an
educational plan. It means that mutual trust, respect,
and understanding are fostered throughout evaluation,
decision-making, implementation, and follow-up.
Although the interviews found that parents were satis-
fied with efforts to involve them, experiences related
suggested that parents did not see themselves as having
more than a confirming role in the process. This appa-
rent passivity and vulnerability was surprising to the
researcher. Some differences due to socio-economic
and level of education are to be expected, but in this
study, even the best educated and most sophisticated
parents were accepting and understanding when services
that they perceived as necessary were unavailable
or insufficient.
Specifically, work on the core evaluation meeting
is indicated. Parents were vague about meetings, and
could rarely state the purpose or results of the
meetings. A number of parents did not attent at all.
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Training In this critical aspect of the regulations
might lead to Improved and more balanced Interaction
between parents and school.
The quality and the goals of training need to be
carefully weighed. Some advocacy groups have established
training programs for parents, but the emphasis has
often been on making aggressive use of legal safeguards.
Although parents should be Informed, training, If not
sensitively presented, can foster an adversarial relation-
ship which Is a barrier to open communication.
On the other hand, training for professionals may
focus on managing the meeting, keeping to time lines
and decision-making strategies. Again, this kind of
training may not be the best avenue to trusting,
productive collaboration.
Perhaps the most appropriate approach would be for
parents and professionals to work together to develop
better ways of relating to one another w1t)i1n the
framework of the core evaluation meeting.'
Since 1974, schools have made efforts to main-
stream children with special needs. This study Indicates
that parents have reservations on the value of main-
streaming and sometimes feel that the schools lose sight
of Its social and educational Impact on Individual
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children. Although philosophically parents understand
the move toward mainstreaming, their experiences
Indicate there are Instances where Is has had negative
consequences. Proponents of mainstreaming need to know
more about Its consequences before assuming that the
concept Is fundamentally sound for all children.
Until much more evidence Is available, parents and
educators should move cautiously, and keep the Individual
child In focus. The child's reaction to mainstreaming
In terms of social, emotional, and academic Impact are
crucial, and on-going re-evaluation Is essential.
This study also Indicated that more might be done
to foster social acceptance of children with special
needs by their peers. Christine's mother was enthu-
siastic about efforts to Involve high school students In
programs for severely handicapped children at the high
school, but more work, particularly In regard to the mildly
handicapped children would be welcomed.
Finally, parents reinforce the efforts of special
educators to work closely with regular education staff,
and to help teachers and administrators to develop
sensitivity and skills. Communication, understanding,
and motivation are essential to working with special
needs children In a mainstreamed setting.
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Recommendation for Further Research
Further research on the Impact of Chapter 766 Is
needed. The review of literature yielded only two
studies which related directly to the Impact of the law
on the children themselves, and both of these studies
related to mainstreaming. Although It Is difficult
to measure achievement of special needs children, an
attempt to discover whether the massive educational
reform brought about by Chapter 766 in 1974 has had an
impact on academic achievement of students Is clearly
needed
.
The present study was limited to parents of
older special needs children. Replication of this study
with parents of elementary school special needs children
would provide additional information from a parent
perspective regarding the changes which are taking place
as a result of Chapter 766.
Replication In five years of this same study would
also provide valuable Information and would provide
perspective on the Impact of Chapter 766. This study
suggests that parents of handicapped children may have
expectations that social service organizations will provide
services when their children are no longer eligible under
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Chapter 766. Because schools have been responsive,
parents may expect or even demand that similar services,
procedures, and policies be Implemented to meet the
needs of children as they become adults. A study of
the Impact of Chapter 766 on community, area, and state
resources for the handicapped would provide valuable
and timely Information which would facilitate long-
range planning.
Finally, although this study focused on parents'
perceptions, the unexpected involvement in four
Instances of the children themselves suggests that a
valuable contribution would be made by conducting a
study of student perceptions of programs and services
provided by Chapter 766. The students who participated
peripherally in this study had strong opinions and
perceptive comments which would provide valuable Insight
Into the effective administration of special education.
Steven said,
Peopl e--part1 cul arly other k1ds--need to
know what It's like to be handicapped. I
could tell them--0h boy, could I tell theml
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APPENDIX A
Letter to Parents and Response Card
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Dear
THE IMPACT OF CHAPTER 766 1s the title of a
research study being conducted at the University of
Massachusetts. The purpose of the study Is to find out
whether parents feel that their special needs children
are better off as a result of the changes In education
brought about by Chapter 766. Mrs. Linda Howard Is
conducting the study and will be talking to a number of
parents whose special needs children were school age
several years before Chapter 766 went Into effect.
I would like to Invite you to take part In this
study because your experiences, opinions, and thoughts
would make a valuable contribution to this research.
Chapter 766 has required that our schools change In
many ways. This study will help Massachusetts know how
helpful these changes have been to children with special
needs
.
If you are not interested and do not want to be
contacted, pi ease drop the enclosed post card In the mall.
If I don't hear from you, I will ask Mrs. Howard to call
you to describe the study more fully and to answer any
questions you may have. At that time, you can decide
whether you would like to take part in the study.
As always, I would like to thank you for your cooperation
and support.
Si ncerel y
,
Linda Rice
Special Education Administrator
Card
:
Dear Mrs. Rice:
Thank you for the invitation but I am not Interested
In taking part In the research study. Please don't call.
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APPENDIX B
Interview Format
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INTERVIEW FORMAT
1. What is your child's name?
2. When was he/she born?
3. Please help me complete this school history:
- What grade (or program) is he/she in now?
- Did he/she ever repeat a grade? Which one(s)?
- Did attend a preschool program?
(Private, public, describe).
- Did ever attend a non-public program?
Describe (what kind, when, where, funding source).
Program Notes
64-
65
65-
66
66-
67
67-
68
68-
69
69-
70
70-
71
71-
72
72-
73
73-
74
74-
75
75-
76
76-
77
77-
78
78-
79
79-80
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80-81
4. How would you describe 's special need?
5. When did you first suspect that might
have a problem?
6. Where did you go to get help/advice/support?
Results?
7. Please describe 's first years in school:
- Did he/she like school?
- Did he/she make adequate progress?
- Were you pleased with the program?
- Were you involved in planning and making decisions.
8. How and when did you find out that
needed special help in school?
- Who was involved?
- What led up to the discovery?
9. What steps were taken to provide help?
- By you?
- By the school?
- What were the results?
10. Please describe 's first CORE (TEAM)
evaluation?
- When was it?
- Who referred ?
- What were the results?
- What was the meeting like?
11. Was the lEP (individual educational plan) designed to
meet 's needs?
12. Was the plan implemented in a way that was satis-
factory to you and helpful to ?
13. Under the lEP, please describe:
's attitude toward school
-
's progress
-
your contacts with the school.
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14. Chapter 766 forbids the labeling of children and
programs. Has ever been labelled?
15. Have you ever had any educational expenses directly
related to 's special need?
16. Chapter 766 requires that children with special needs
be educated in a way that is as "regular" as possible.
Is 's program as "regular" as possible?
Please finish these sentences:
17.
would have made better progress in school
if.
. .
18.
would have liked school better if . . .
19. 's educational plan would have been improved
by . . .
20. As I think about 's future, my main concern
is...
21. In order to help other children like , the
schools should . . .
22. For
,
Chapter 766 has meant . . .

